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- MEMORANDUM FOR Committee TT: Intelligence

- Amb. Robert D. Murphy, Chairman
- ' ) Rep. Peter H. B! Prelinghuysen
o Mr. Arend D. Lubbers '
Dr. David M. Abshire
- ' Mr. William J. Casey

SUBJECT: Further Heading Material on"Intelligencé

) - In partial preparation for the November 18 meeting of
Committee‘II, we are forwarding a set of papers, assembled
by Tom Reckford, concerning the recent "Conference on the
- CIA and Covert Action." The conference, whic¢h was held
in Washington, was sponsored by the Center for National
Security Studies. The papers include: :

- . t :
a. Reckford's summary of the proceedincoc.
| b. . "The View From Langley” ... an important specch
7 by William Colby, the Director of Central
A Intelligence, which discusses covert action in
- an .open way for the first time.
E ] . :
¢. "Implications of Decision-Making for Covert
Operations” by Morton Halperin, an essay thast
- drawvs some provocative suggestions for organiza—
tional and procedural change from three case -
studies. ' '
- o - | o
d. "Following the Scenario: Reflections on Five Cose
Histories in the Mode and Aftermath of CIA Inter-
i ~ vention" by Roger Morris, a highly critical examina-
E ] . - .
tion of some little~known cases with several :
suggestions for change.
- The research papers commissioned on covert operation
will also be forwarded as soon as they are ready.
L] "},//
< Francis 0. Vilcox
— Executive Director
Znclosures
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SUMMARY

Mr. William E. Colby, Director of Central Intelligence 11/19/

I. Introductory Remarks

Mr. Colby began his informal remarks by addressing the
dilemma of maintaining secrecy in a free society: "we are
going to have to run an American intelligence service,"” but
it must bhe "different from others."” It has no domestic re-
sponsibility, and it is more open than its counterparts in
Britain, France, Sweden, or anywhere else. Indeed, the
CIA's constant exposure in the press makes it difficult to
conduct liaison with foreign intelligence services and to
recruit agents. It can also Zffoct our use of such technical
collection methods as cryptography and phctography.

. Colpy then traced the history of intelligence in the
U.S. He pointed out that the government invariably con-
structed an intelligence system in wartime, then dissolved
i+ aftarwards. Tt io~k the adwint of the Cold War to pro-

_duce a peacetime intelligence apparatus. The National

Security Act of 1947 established the CIA and gave it the
responsibility to draw together information collected by other
services and Departments. 1In addition, the CIA was given

the authority to conduct certain services of common concern
and, as directed by the National Security Council, "other
functions related to intelligence", such as clandestine
collection operations 'abroad as well as paramilitary and

political operations.

According to Colby, intelligence has come of age but
must prove its usefulness in a period of detente and - lessened
tfensions overseas. He believes that intelligence has bacome
an essential part of the conduct of foreign policy but that
+hose in the intelligence business must work hard to make
the system work. Colby explained that his responsibility
for coordinating and managing the intelligence community
was important, but less so than his responsibility for pro-
ducing substantive intelligence... "to be able to inform the
president, the MSC, the approvriate cormittees of Congress
and so forth, of what is happening in the world." He
added that, if he could focus on thea substance and get the
entire community also focussed on substantive questions,
he would be in the best position to allocate resources and
to measure the effectiveness..of different technicques of
collection, processing, and analysis.

n
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...3__
wants us to."  He later remarked that the Congressional
oversight committees have been very recsponsible and "have
been given the most sensitive kinds of information... We

have never had a leak from them.”

Colby explained that the CIA handles its relaticnship
with Congress on three levels: unclassified briefings;
substantive briefings, with classified material, for
a number of committees and for individual members; and
a discussion of operational matters with the Armed
Services and Appropriations Committees of the House and
Senate. 1In the last few years of Senator Russell's rule
over the Armed Services Committee, Senator Mansfield and
+wo other members of the Foreign Relations Committee were

~also invited to participate in the oversight hearings.

o Dr. Abshire pointed out that there should be a better
system for giving substantive information to interested
members. - Colby said that the CIA does brief individual
Congressmen and Senators ripon request and that he had
committed himself in his confirmation hearing to be

even more responsive in this area. He said, "1 have
some people lonking now at a way to do this on a regular,
periodic basis... It will...push socne of +this material
+owards them that they really might not know they want
£o0 know." Dr. Abshire suggested that, every six weeks,
intelligence briefers might give interested members of
Congress a general rundown of world events and stress
emerging problems. Colby said he would be delighted
with this approach.

Dr. Abshire then asked Colby for his views on
Senator Cooper's bill about National Intelligence Estimates
being made available to Congress. Colby replied that
briefings of Congress are often based on NIE's, but that
he was concerned about the physical security of the NIE's
+hemselves and leery about sending NIE's to Congressional
staff assistants, who might be prone to leak intelligence
information. Colby was hesitant about absolute xrules
in this regard and suggested that briefings be handled
orally whenever appropriate. He added, however, that the
CIA could adjust to any changes in Congressional procedures
on this matter.
The Relationship of Intelligence to Foreign Policy

.

Mr. Colby suggested that the CIA should maintain a
certain distance from the foreign policy process —-— providil
assessments of foreign situations but not casting a vote
for a particular policy. Dr. Kissinder regularly regquires

—
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an intelligence briefing before meetings of the Washington
Special Action Group. After that, Colby says no more.

Colby added that the President reads intelligence
daily briefs and other material. Furthermore, Colby can
see the President any time he wants (as of November, he
had seen him on intelligence matters three or four times).

Dean Wilcox asked whether Colby received ample
.reports on the discussions of the President and Dr.
Kissinger with high level foreign officials. Colby said
he personally is privy to the general line and rmust levy

- requirements on the intelligence community without giving
_any details. .

" d. Organization of the Intelligence Community

When asked about the extent of his own authority,

' Mr. Colby described his role in the community. As DCI,

he chairs the U.S. Intelligence Board, the Intelligence .

- Resources Advisory Committee, and various other committees
- that pass on .certain sensitive collection programs. Colby

also has the last word on National Intelligence Estimates.
He is, in short, the President’s principal intelligence
advisor...the -only one who regularly attends meehings of
the various NSC subcommittees, the WASAG, the 40 Committee,
and the Cabinet. Colby is also Vice-Chairman of the NSC
Intelligence Committee, which is designed to solicit the

r

" wviews of intelligence consumers.

Colby said that relations between the intelligence

agencies used to be competitive, . but now are maturing.

There are, however, "many areas in which we can work
together much better," e.g. in coordinating the activities
of military attaches. Colby explained that different
agencies have to be involved in the process of collecting
o . . ) . . -
information. Foreign Service Officers and attaches have

. unigue contacts abroad and can collect a lot of informa-

tion overtly. The CIA's job is.to collect information
clandestinely that cannot be collected any other way.

Colby admitted that there was some overlap in functions,
but that this was often deliberate. Thus the CIA's
office of Strategic Research takes on independent look
at basic military questions. Furthermore, each agency or
Department head insists on having his own intelligence
support. Said Colby, "when I go to the President with
an assessment of some new Soviet missile...I have to be
assured that I am right...and not just parrot what a
particular agency says." There is also a distinction
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between national intelligence (in supzort of foreign policy)
and departmental intelligence (in suppert of individual
departments and agencies). DIA, for example, contributes
to national intelligence but also serves the Joint Chiefs
and the Secretary of Defense.

Colby pointed out that the total number of people in
the intelligence business 1is going down sharply and will
continue to do so. It has to because of sharp annual
increases in personnel costs.

Colby said it was useful to have analysts, collectors,
and operators all under one roof. He likes experts in
one field talking to experts in another, and not hiding
in their ivory towers. The National Intelligence Officers
{(NIO's -~ successors to the Board of National Estimates)
cut across functional lines within the bureaucracy and
thus get the best brains working on any given problem.
The NIOs are real specialists in their £ields (and not
generalists like the former Board of National Estimates).

When asked what organizational changes he would
recommend, Colby said that he would like the authority to
-deter someone from getting sensitive information out, then
spilling. it | | When asked 25x1
about the National Security Act of 1947, Colby reccmmended
that the word "foreign" be put before the word "intelligence,”
so the public would be reaqsared about the llﬁlts of CIA 25X1
authority.

et
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i. Indo China in General

Senator Mansfield said that, in his opinion, the
best intelligence reports on Vietnam were furnished by
the CIA, and it was too bad that these reports were not 25X1C
given proper attention by the administration.

25X
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WasHincTON, D.C. 20303

November 7, 1973

The Honorable Robert D. Murphy, Chairman
" Commission on the Organization of the Government
for the Conduct of Foreign Policy
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20506

- Dear Armbassador Murphy:

, In response to your letter of October 15 | have de-
-veloped the attached statement which provides an overall
response to the matters you suggested for coverege in my
presentation to the Commission in November. | developed
this in unclassified form, as | believed it the most useful
vehicle to stimulate future questions and thoughts by the
Commission members in the actual hearing. 1 am certainly
prepared to go into classified matters during the hearing
itself, or in any follow-up studies of more detail which might
be needed as you proceed toward your final report. '

Sincerely,

.3
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STATEMENT BY THE DIRECTOR OF CENTEAL TNTELLICLENCE

First, let me confirm your assumption about what the
national intelligence program is. Our intelligeﬁce process
includes the collection and analysis of information in or-—
der to produce what we call "flnl hed intelligence." We
use overt, covert, technical, human, pa551ve, and active '
collectors; The information collected is then "processed"--—
that ‘is, it is recorded, compared with other information,
and subject d to the anpromriate techniques of scientific
examination such as photographic 1nterpretqtlon, electronic
analYSlS, and decryption. This " processing” of information

| §

is followed by what we call the "production” of "finished"-

intelligence —— in the form of reports, studies, and estimates -

which reflect the highest intellectual evaluation which |

we can bring to bear upon all the bits and pieces of fact

and impression at our disposal. The entire intelligence
process which I have described relates to foreign intelli-
gence and counterintelligence, although a number of steps -

'in the process obviously have to take place in the United

States. In addition to collection, processing, and produc- -
tion, from time to time CIA also conducts other activities

- related to 1neellvgence affecting the national Securzey, as -

dlreﬁted by the Natlonal Securley Council.

The current organlzaelon of the Intellvgence Community
is reflected in the President’s directive OL 5 November
1971. It called for the following: -

- —— That thé Director of Central Intelligence "(DCI)
provide leadership to all foreign intelligence -
act1v1t1es of the United Scaues Government.

-~ That there be established a National Securlty '
Council Intelligence Committee (NSCIC).¥ . The ~
purpose of the NSCIC is to give direction and

~guidance ‘on national substantive intelligence -

<

dational Security Affaitrs (Chdirman), the Under Secra-
tary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Dafense, the
C'r’zazrr,"::r«: of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and ©

ifembers are: Thre Assistant to the President for
R
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needs and to provide for the continuing evalua-
tion of intelligence products from the view-
point of the intelligence consumer.

=~ That the Intelligence Resources Advisory Committee

IRAC be forxmed.* This Committee is advisoxy

to the DCI in his management role.. It helps him
develop the annual National Foreign Intelligence
Program Budget Recommendations which are sent

"by the DCI to the President~~Recommendations
which may concern any of the foreign intelligence
exmmndltures ©0of the United States Government.

— Tngt the Unlted States Lnteillgence Board {USIB) **%
‘ be reconstituted to include a representative
of the Secretary of the Treasury, and that it
" continue to advise and assist the DCI in his sub-
stantive leadership role with respect to the In~
telligence Communlty. : oo

th.addressed by that directive but continuing to 0peraue‘
is the so-called Porty Committee.*** This body provides policy
quidance on activities related to intelligence affecting the

‘national sacurity, as directed by the National Security Council.

S EASMembars are:

*Members are: the DCI (Chairman), and one senior repre-
sentative each from the Department of Defense, the Depart-
nent of State, the Offzce of Management and Budget, and

CTA.

.**Mempers are: . The DCT (Cka*rman) the DDCI;.tke Dirvector

of the Bureau of Intelligence and ?esearc% State Department;

the Dirveetor of the National Security Agency (NSA); the
Director of the Defense Intzllige.ce Agency (DIA}; repre-
sentatives of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Federal

Bureaw of Investigation, and the Atomic Energy Commission-

czZ
or

The Assistant to the President for Nat
Securitty Affairs (Cnazrmad) the Under Secretary of Siai
Political Affaﬁ”o "the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the
Chaipman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DCI.

‘:l H'
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ITn his letter to me of 15 October, Chairman Hurpny
lined a numbar of specific subjects which he wished ma t
dress in my statement and in follow-up studies of the Commig~
sion. I have generally keyed the following remarks to t
nurmberad sections of that letter. ' :

{1) " Authority

. The National Security Act of 1947, certain additional
legislation, and the National Security Council Directives
provided for in law are the authorities under which the
national intelligence program operates. . The legislation
is currently being re—evaluated by the Congress, and it

" may be that some modifications will be made. To the extent

that any changes further limit the national intelligence
activities in which the DCI is interested to the field of
‘foreign intelligence, and to the extent that they regquire
the reporting of foreign intelligence activities on a

' regular basis to certain members of the Congress, I would _
welcome them. The public should be as free as possible .

from concern about the operations of cur national foreign
intelligence program.

' The Natidnal Security Council Directives which T men-

- tioned are currently under evaluation to determine whether

an unclassified version can be written. This would help to
eliminate any possible misunderstanding about the existence of
a "secret charter™ for CIA or the Intelligence Community. At
rhe same time, some classified directives will be necessary

to specifically: implement the unclassified guidance of the
open directives.

T do not view subordination to theé NSC as different
from subordination to the President. The NSC historically -
has played different roles in foreign policy and national
security affairs under different Presidents. But no Presi-
dent in recert times has been willing to function without
access to good intelligence —— whether by direct contact
with'appropriate'agenbies or through the NSC system.

The responsibilities of some of the ‘agencies of the -
Intelligence Community to produce'both'"departmental"

..3_.
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and "national"” intelligence are not in conflict. In fac
they are mutually supporting. The mﬁlitary services,
TPbtaﬂCL, have intelligence arms which provide the tactical
wnL lligence necessary to support- the operational forces.
They aTso contribute information and analysis to thoss in
the COhAunley who work on 'national” level problems. A
study is now underway to determine how these programs can
better support each other for both substantive benefit
and possible reSource savings.

r

aH o

h IJ
O

The DCI's reSpOnSlblllLY to Yprotect 1neelllgence'
sources and methods from unauthorized disclosure” is
ba51caLly a responSLblllty without authority. I do not

. view it as giving any authority beyond the rlght to call

the attention of the appropriate prosecuting authority

to any cases ‘of. unauthorized disclosure. In this regard

I confess 'great concern.at the absence of any effective
statutes to prevent or punish the unauthorized disclosure
of sensitive intelligence matters. It was only by ClVll
action based upon his pre-employment secrecy agreemepe
that an ex—employee was prevented from reveallng a number

"of. . delicate matters in a book which he had written. (U 5.
©vs. Marchetti, 466 F. 2d 1309, 1316). This aeq1510n is

being tested again.
_ Aside ‘from this particular weakness of the statutes, T
see no need for partlcular new authority to carry out an
effective 1ntelllgence program. The "services of common con-—
cern®™ mandate in the current law is adequate., thougn of course
there are always minor negOLlwtlono etween dgenc1es about the
kind and quallty of serv1ce'eo be perLormvd.
You have asked whether secdtion 102 (d) (5) of the Na-
tional Secur1ty Act, which provides that the CIA shall per-
- form such other Ffunctions and duties related to 1ntelllgenca'
afzecLLng the national security as the NSC may from time to
time direct,. is too broad and open-ended. . This 1s currently
b81ng considered in Congress. I wculd offer that this pro-=
vision has been used only when specifically directed by the’
NSC under Presidential authority, that every President
since 1947 has used it, and that the shape of the world
today seems to reguire its use much léss often than in the -~
more critical of the cold war years. I do not believe that
this weapon should be llqhtly discarded from our national

arsenal.

Soction 102 (e) of the 1947 Act, which gives the CIA the
right to see the foreign intelligence of all of the departments

-l
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nd agencies, i1s a key itactor in molding a group OL 1ni:
2 5 thout thet rignt, the

ancies into a community

b
(0 I

{0
}—l
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0

no single sourca of intelligence advice which &
ed for the variety of available facts, and the volicy-
fusion of uncorrelated reports

O

(2) Reguirements

The principal customer of our naticnal intelligenca pro-—
i

gram is, of course, -the Presidsnit. But his key advisors

"and officers need also to ba informed (i.e., the Assistant

+o the President for National Security Affairs, the Sacra-
taries of Stete, Defense, Treasury, and so on). Their re-—
e

grirements are a compilation both of their expressad neads
and of the Intelligencs Community's judgment about wnat

they might need. - U . e

" There are a variety of technigques for refining such re-
quiremsnts. The USIB and the DCI have established and con-
tinually review a formal list of relatively constant major
requiremsnts. Crisis requirements are generally conveyed
to the proper action arm of the Community as a result of my
participation in the Washington Special Action Group (WSAG)
which meets regularly and keeps me informed of activities
which”mighﬁ-bénafit from intelligence support. - o

In non—-crigis situations, reguirenernts for information
come to the Intelligerce Community in a wide variety of effec~:
tive but not necessarily orxderly ways. On a daily basis,
policy—oriented analysts are in contact with intelliganca’
analysts and make their needs known in that context. Through
the requirements staffs of each intelligence agency, collec-
tion components can be tasked. Formal requests for specific
facts or analyses also come by letter or telephone from USIR
principals, Cabinet members, and the NSC/National Security Ad-
visor level. . Policymeker feedback to the Intelligence Com-

" munity on intelligernce probleris below the first level of

priority,-or in non—-crisis situations, generally does not
give a clear eriough signal about how much collection and

enalytical effort the Intelligence Community should expend

on a spacific subject. The Community tasks itself wvhan this -

is the case.

5
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- Th= DCY has no auphorlpy to determine the budget and m=p-
power neads of the various agencles in the lptel71g3ﬂce Com—
runity. Each component goes through an independent program
and budgat developmant vprocass (in the cass of State and nan
intelligence programs there are department-wide quidances andg
constraints which apply apart from 1ntelllgePCQ'cona1 “erations) .

ach component has an independant review by the OMB. Each
component raceives Trom the Congress an aanroorlaglon which

is under its ‘full control.

xJa

The program proposed by each com

au

ponent to the Congress is reviewad, however, by tha Thce171~

. gence Community (IC) Staff of the DCI.  From IC staff

tions, IRAC deliberations, and USIB requirements, the D

© formulates his National For

Re cowwendatlons ‘Fox Lhe Dre51canc- .

of our pro:eSSLon as. well
wvays: -

_ Tne najor resource problem Iac1ng ‘the Commun 1ty is’
~inflation; first in manpower costs, but in all other aspects
Tne problem can he stated in ths

T a.  assuming level manpower, level program .
size, and continued 1n:labvon, the resources for

1ngelllggnca would have to increase by nearly 25 -

T percent ~by 1978.. This alternative would ba unac—

. ceptable to the Congress. ' - .

b. assuming level dollars, a level program,

and inflation .offset by manpower reductions, a
40 Ppercent cut in manpower would b= requlred by

1978. The Coannlty could not take such ‘a cukt -
and conglpue to meet its obIWgatlons- g

C. assnming level dollars,_level’manpower,
and continued.inflation, there would have to bes a
drastic and unaccevptable 'cut in our investment in
techrnical systems for the fvture and in procurement.

The -solution to the dilemma posed above lies in the
-hands of the President and the Congress. We can help hy

—6—
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ying on the most im—
area coverages which
do “Oh contrlmubv diredtl on of the highest
priority problems. It is the job 0f +he DCT to advise +ha
government as to what constitutes a sufficiency of resourcss ——
in dollar terms, in terms of the systems the dollars will
support, and most importantly in terms of major substantive -
nead. - ”

D

[}
C
Q
Q
I-i

(4) - Evaluztion

. Evaluation of the performance of the Intelligence Com-
V_Dlty is a relatively untapped field. . For years evalua-—
tive efforts have bsen mada within the COﬁnLnlﬁy lLSElL,n 
but as I Have suggested above, we have not had a str01g .

_'sLapdard of pre-estahlished user requirements agains
| which ‘0 measure ourselves. As a consequence,’ neasureé'
ments of effectiveness have uSLally been taken during oxr

following some ‘crisis which might or might not have been of "

. prior concern to policymzkers. . Our reviews under such

circumstances have been mixed. At the sam= tims, on such
[T I . i : :
constants™ as SALT verlrlcatlon and MBFR support we would

~get hlqh na?ﬂs

I have asxea my Tntulllqence COTanltY ‘Staff to con-
centrate heavily on the deveTOmmmnt of a method. to eval-
vate our performance. I hope to establish standards
and to have re gular nmeasurement of the effectiveness of all

- aspects OL the pro*e551on underway within a year

{5) - Othﬂr‘IntelllgenCQ Achvv1t1e3‘.,, o

F@*elgn coun;erlnteTILgence act1v1gy is d551gned to prg—

tect the U.S. governmani and the private sector Irow.panec a—
tion or ﬂanlpulatvon by the 1DLe111genc ‘services ‘of other )
countries. It is our defensive arm, and in this respact
it is an lmbor ant adjunct to the conduct ‘oL Forewgn policy.’

In general wnuelllgence activities in support Of opera-
ional mllltary forces are subject to direction from the
nt Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Unified and Specified Com—
exrs in the Ilelu. The information collected by these ac—
ties is of use mainly to the forces in the field. It

in
nd
51

— 7._.
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‘pdates their contingency planning for war and affects
state of readiness. There is soma spin-off value to fo
volicy intelligence needs from these activities, hovever.
This is particularlyv trus, for example, during negotia-

ir
gn

th
re

e (D

™ tions for peacsa, for detente, and.in the MBFR context. Data

vrovidad by some basically force-related systems bacomes
part of a larger data base used by analysts who must Turnish

= background to negotiators.

(6) - Special Programs

el . . -

,

The ‘cryptologic programs of thé:Varidus agencies are -
‘Coordinated by the National Security Agency (NSA). Each of o

ja-thé“milita:y servicefcryptolpgic agerncies receives a budget

to support a program wnich it plans in response in two setg - . -
of guidances —— one essentially related to support of the = -
operational forcas, and the other designed to satisfy "na-
tional™ neads. - The Director of NSA ié”responsible'for'tedhé'ﬂl
nical direction and support to the service ‘cryptologic :
agencies,” for the tasking of those ‘agencies for national

level objectives, and for tha production of cryptologic in—
telligenca 'in support of national security and foreigm pol—
icy objectives. : R a T

- In general, other advancad technological collection .
Jrograms are managed jointly by the DCI and the Secretary
= of Defense. . Naturally there is concern for both substan-

tive requirements ‘and resource constraines. R o ST

- ~ Studies are now underway to determine'the'degree'to
which it is possible for intelligence~related technical R
collection systems to support similar buk non-intelligence = . .

winformation needs elsewhere in the government. In the

past some systens, such ‘as the U~2 aircraft, have bedn
used to support snowpack studies in the American west and
=0 photograph hurricane, earthquake and flood damage for-
national'eme;gency relief and economic planning purposes.

- (7)  Reports and Estimates

Virtually all of the major gquestions of concarn to
Lmerican foreign policy today involve political, economic,

. . — 8 _
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telligence assessments to reflect this varietyv. In the
(= past, the ultimate analytical medium was the National In-—
telligeice Estimate. In recanit yesars there have bazan a
varl eLy of other NSC-inspired forms which also recuirs
- the best analvsis. In an effort to account for this change
and to make the 1nuell*gencb vrocess which I describad

; earlier more responsive to policymaker information require—
. = mments, I have receiuly es;alesnca a new group of "Na-—
tional Intelligenca Officers" (NIOs) for specific subj

areas. Thair job will bs to enlist all elements of Lho
- Intelligence Community in the development of the best pos— .

’ sible ass=ssn_ngs of the lnLe111gance questions facing the
. governmant. I have instructed that Community reports and
[;*;'esleaces be ‘independernt of policy pressure and: objoclee

.. . in tone and content. They will also 1ncorporaua mLDO?lLy
L or advarsm views when these exist.

: "I do not belleve’tnat agenc1ms should handle research
- and andLYS’S entirely apart from collection and operations,
If or in ignorance of the pol icy formulation and 1mnlem°nuatlon'
; pProcess.. If anythlng, the interdependence of pol cymaklng, _
i - analysis, and collection should be increased so that col~ :
} ‘lection and ana1y515 ‘are focusad more precisely on user

-=™ needs and prOIlg more from user experience. - Foreign pollcy
, and natiocnal security concerns arise in a dynamic environ-
i rent —— one in which collectors and decisionmakers are ac— -
l‘dl tive.” .To divorce analysis from this environment- would re-
-duce and slow its flow of information and minimize its -
“utility. At the same time, control over the substantive °

content of analytlcal resnonses to policy questions should
" not be wvested in the polvcynaker exXcept with respect to sub-

stantive requlrennnts and the timing and format of re-— N
= Sponses. From time to tlmﬂ analysLS remlnd p071cymakers

- OF thls dlstlnctlon.

_{8} ‘Emgrging Needs | - _ : o ‘_ .

o Any answer to this guestion must, of course, be;given'
{,_ " in classified teStimony- It is clear, bOveVer, that the in—

telligence quescvo 1s facing our nation in the 70s are dirf-
ferent from thdse of the more extreme days of the Cold War.
| -New needs are arising which require intelligence support

- | Approved Fbr Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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in the fields of economics, narcotics, and international fer—
rorism. These new needs are reflecired in the overall Gu7d~
ance paing. devalopad for the CO“ﬂuﬁWHy-

(9) * Oversicght and Accoupgab111tyi

The DCI is responsible in det ail to the authority of
rour committees of the Congress -- the two Armed Services

» Commiiteas and the two Appropriations Committees —— undexr

the rules established in each House. In addlu1on, he pro-

- . vides ?egular substantive briefings-to a number of other -

committess. In the Executive branch he is responsible for

substantive matters to the National Security Council angd

the President,. and for budgst and managerient matters to
OMB and the P“e51asnt. He is responsive +to the substantive -

"requlxemanus of the Secretaries of State, Defense, and other
agencies with forelgn intelligence interest, and the activi-

ties ©of the Inthlllgencm Community are subject to their
evaluation. 'All activities in which CIA and the rest of
the In;el*lgence Communiity engage are subject to review in -

. detail by the Presidernt's Forelgn Intelllgence Adv130'y
HBoard- o : ,- : : :

: "As. the Qhalrnan oF the Armed Sorv1ces Connlutea sawd
in 1949 when he regorted to the Senate the Central Intelli-

"gence.Agenqy Act - o ot Lo

. "Ours ULZZ perﬂapa be the onZy Governneﬂt
" having a law providing for such an aczzvzty-
 Other governments simply appropriate «a dzsguzsed
. sum of money, without ary authority of law, to . S
‘handle ‘the. matter through some government.. oIf¢~
S etal. Wz are mrttzﬂg the whole law out....We
are not doing what other countries do.  We ave
throwing every possible democratic safeguard
arovnd it as we. go aZong i , o .

In Lestlmony durvpg mny conLlrpaLlon hearlngs, x lndl~‘
cated that it is for. the Covgress to decwae'whOLher there -
should be legi slative changas in the authorities over for—
eign intelligence activities. It is a persistent dilemma

for the government to determine ‘to what degred the public

~10- ,
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sheould ba informed about intelligence activities. The poi—
icy of the Intelligenca Community is to be as forthcoming
as possible while protecting the bhasic elements of secrecy
which are necessary 1f we are to be effective.

(10) Controls

ALl intelligence'opegations stem from a variety of au-

thorities. The NSC's "Forty Committee” controls foreign

operations. By Presidential letter the Ambassador has
overall authority over- -operations in the country to which -’
he is posted. He is kept aware of operational activity in .
his coungry. : ‘ - . '

(ll)'Personnel

TnerE'are o cross—Community personnel procedures over
which the DCI has control. The individual components of the
Community establish their own professional criteria. In
testimony at my confirmation hearings I included a report on

. CIA's recruitment activity (sSee pages 185-186). While im-

provements can be made, there ‘are no special legislative
needs at this time.

_ In answer to the second part of your question, let me -
say that I believe that COﬂpartmﬂntation is not a sexrious -

" restraint upon the exchange of ideas within the Intelligence

Coemmunity. Usually "compartments” are used to protect _
sources ‘and methods rather than facts themselves.  Need-to-
know is the guiding factor in the protection of information.j
Those who work on a problem at the highest level have ready
access to information they need. They must only show that.

~the kind of information which they seek is key to their an-

alysis” and that their prOjECL will be used by a policymak-~
ing level sufficiently high to warrant Lhe ‘inclusion of com-
par;mmnted lntelllgence. - . I

(IB)vaerseas Establishmeﬁt_

Control and coordination of foreign intelligence activi-

ties overseadas is not a serious problem. The Ambassador is -

charged by the President to direct and coordinate the activi-

ties and operations of all elements at his mission. He ac-
tively directs overt information collection and reporting

activities. Subject to his authority, the senior CIA

~11-
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repr?§ent§tive in a foreign post is responsible for the
coordination of other foreign intelligence activities
™

there. ’

. With'very rare exception, close and effective relation-
ships exist between all members of the country team. IFf

" there are prob;ems which are particularly difficult to re-—
- solve in the field,they are worked out in Washington. The -

questiop.df effectiveness in the field is under constant
gvalgatlon at the agency, Community, and user level. Coord-
1nathn, however, is not a major problem with respact to

the effectiveness of foreign intelligence activities.

]

12—
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: FOR THE CONDUCT OF FOREIGN POLICY
2025 M STREET, NV, R4 7
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20505 R

October 15, 1973

Me. William J. Colby
Director of Central Intelligence
Headquarters, CIA

“Melean, Virginia 22101

Dear Bili:

As Congressman Zablocki 'and Dean Wilcox indicated in
their recent conversation with you, the Commlssion is looking
forward to meeting with you in November. In preparing for
the meeting, the Commission believes it would be especilally
useful to have a statement setting forth the views of the
intelligence community which the members can study in advance
and thus make the discussion more profitable. We hope that
you will be able to assemble such a statement by the first
week in November to permit its distribution to Commission
members for the meeting on November 19.

To be most helpful, the statement should address all of

the major elements of the national intelligence effort in

support of vihe conduct of foreign policy. For this purpose,
it is assumed —— and the Commission would like confirmation
or correction of the assumption —-- that this effort involves
the political, economic, sociological, scientific and
military affairs of foreign states, organizations and
individuals and that it consists essentially of three
prineipal elements: '

{(2) the collection, evaluation and dissemination
. of information from the following sources:
- ' — open published materilals
- overt reporting
- c¢landestine reporting .
-~ communications and electronlc penecration
- advanced technological systems

(b) +the preparation through research and analysis,
and the dissemination, of studies, reports and
estimates

(c) covert action in support of policy decisions

For each of these elements, the Commission requests an outline
of the present organization and crocedures particularly in

Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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\ respect to coordination among agencles, an identification
5 of the principal obstacles to improved performance, and
_— recommendations for appropriate action.
i We hope the statement, in addressing the foregoing matters,
H will touch upon the following questions in addition to any

others which you conslder to be of importance:

g (1) Authority. Has the National Security Act of 1947
P - - - proved to be sufficiently sound as a basic authority -
- for the Director of Central Intelligence to fulfill
= . ~ his role both withirespect to the coordination of
o] - _ . intelligence for national security and for the '
' - management of the Central Intelligence Agency?

In particular, :

P ﬁ - . .

i a. what are the practical effects of subordination

) to the National Security Council rather than
directly to the President or a department of

the movernment? Should the system be altered?

| : : b. ecan the responsibilities "to correlate and
e E evaluate intelligence relating to the national
L security" be adequately delineated from the

: _responsibilities of departments and other
Lo ' - " agencies "to collect, evaluate, correlate
' and disseminate departmental intelligence”?
(Section 102(d)(3))

Lo . . .
b . e¢. has the responsibility "to protect intelligence
sources" proved workable and useful? (Section
- 102(d)(3)) -

d. is the mandate to perform "such additional
_ ‘ services of common concern” (Section 102(a)y(u))
= o adequate to the needs of the Intelligence
- community and thejgovernment as a whole? Is
the mandate to perform "such other functlons
- : and duties" (Section 102(d)(5)) too broad and
open-ended? '

- e. has the authority to inspect intélligence of
the departments and agencies (Section 102(e))
proved adequate and useful? .

Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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(2) Requirements. Who are the principal users of’
intelligence in support of the conduct of
foreign policy? UWhet is the present ocrganization
and procedure for the preparation and updating
of their requirements to guide the intelligence
effort? Are such requirements adequate and ,
‘what recommendations for improvement are suggested9
How are requirements handled in crisis situations,
and how can that process be improved?

(3) Performance and Resources. In the fulfillment of
" these requirements is the most eifective and
efficient use made of the resources of the
intelligence community? What is the basis Tor
.arriving at the optimum level of such resources
and their distribution within the community in
order to give.the most effective support? What
resource requirements are anticipated for the
future? :

" (4) Evaluation. How effective is the method of evaluating
the performance of the intelligence effort in ful-
filling the requirements in support of the conduct
of foreign poliey? What changes are recommended
in this regard? ' ‘

(5) Other Intelligence Activities. What 1s the relation-
' - ship of intelligence activities in support of
- military-tactical, counterintelligence, or other
‘purposes Lo the 1nte111gence activities in subport
of foreign policy?

(6) Special Programs. What is the institutionzl
mechanism for coordinating cryptological programs
-among the several agencies? ‘For managing the
advanced technological collection programs? .

How does this tie in with other government
programs using similarly advanced technological
systems? Is there a way to econcmize in this
field and perhaps even produce a more effective
government-wilde effort?

(7) Reports and Estimates. What is the need of the
government for coordinated reports and estimates?
How are such reports and estimates now produced?

Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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_ What means are employed to assure that the

-  analyses are forthright, objective, useful to
policy makers at all 1evelb of the goveﬂnmenu,
and as free as possible of institutional

— biases? Should the research and analytical

functions be handled in agencies other than

those responsible for collection and coperations?

For policy formulation and implementation?

. " {(8) Emerging Needs. How is the mission of the

intelligence communlty changing in the 1970s7?

% . What steps are b81ng taken to adapt the

: ~intelligence effort to new demands for support
in such fields as international trade,; energy

[ matters, the environment, and narcotics control?

(9) Oversight and Accountability. What are the
- institutional controls through which the
H Executive Branch and Congress oversee activities
' : _ of the intelligence community? Are they effective
- ' in making the intelligence community realistically
" responsive to goverriment authorities? Does the
public have a right to be better informed -about
- the .intelligence business; what improvements should

- be made in the process of accountability of
intelligence activities to the public?
- (40) Controls. In respect to the activities and

operations of intelligence which may impinges upon
the. conduct of foreign policy or in respect to

- ' operations designed to support specific policies,

: what is the system of guidance and control and

is it fully adegquate? What 1s done to assure

. ~ that approving officials are fully aware of the

: possible consequences of a given action? What

! - improvements in the system are recomuendedQ

{‘ (11) Personnel. Are the personnel procedures for CIA

i and other agencies in- -the intelligence community
soundly based to recruit and sustain the professional

it

: corps necessary for the best intelligence support
| of the conduct of foreign policy? What steps are
being taken througnout the community to mitigate
- the adverse effects of compartmentalization arising
. from security requirements in order to achieve
’ reater cross-fertilizatior of ideas and personnel?

I Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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(12) Budgebs. To what extent doss the DCI have the
QUbﬂObey to determine or otherwise ovarsee
the budget and manpower needs of the various

e
TERUNL

agencies in the intelligence community? Should
ha have greater authority in this regard? Ars
the present budget resources of the several
components of thne intelligence community
adequate, excessive or insuflficient Tor their
contributions to the intelligence effort in
support of the conduct of foreign policy?

(13) Overseas Establishment. What are the problems
' of control, coordination, and communications in
overseas es»aolwsqments as they pertain to
intelligence? How can these establishments be
made more effective and efficient?

The Commission is aware that a comprehensive response to
these questions could lead to a most exhaustive study and
a very lengthy report. We are hopeful, however, that while
giving full attention to the important implications of the
questions, you can in yecur report identify and emphasize the -
most 1mportanu elerments in ocur inqulry.

A copy of this letter is going to the Secretary of

State, the Secretary of Defense and the President's Special

Assistant for.-National Security Affairs, as members of the
National Security Council, with the request that they offer
whatever comments they can on the foregoing questions to
assist the Commission in its study.

The Commission 1is most appreciative of your personal
assistance and thatof other components of the intelligence
community in the fulfillment of our tasks.

' . ' Cordially yours, -

Robert D. Murphy
Chalrman

cc: The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Dsfense
The President's Special Assistant
For National S=zcurity Aifairs

e

b
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Congress, improved procsdures awmong depariments and agancias-, tha
abislition of services, acHwvides and functions nobt necessary o inz efficient:
conduct of foreign policy, 2nd "other measures ifo promoie peRce, economy,
efficiency and improved adminisiration of foreign oolicy.” ]
The report of the Commission, which is to be submitizd o the
President 2nd the Congress by June 30, 1975, may include "proposad
comstitubonal amendments, legislation, and adminisitrative action considered
eppropriate in carrying out its duties.” The Commission, In paviorming
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Murphy Commission Subcommittees:

International Economics:

Congress:

PuBlic Policy:

National Secufity and
Intelligence:

Senator James Pearson, Chairman

Villiam J. Casey
Mrs. Charles Englehard, Jr.

Senator Mike Mansfield, Chairman
Mrs. Anne Armstrong -
Dr. Stanley P. VWagney

_ Representative Clement Zablocki

Representative Zablocki, Chairman’
David M. Abshire - :
Frank C.P. McGlinn

Ambassador Robert Murphj, Chairman

" ‘Representative Peter Frelinghuysen

Arend D. Lubbers
David M. Abshire
William J. Casey

*
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#4 Authority for the Conduct and Managenent of Foreign
Intelligence. Will discuss the constitutional and statutory

base for foreign intelligence with explicit reference to

the National Security Act of 1947,
and the NSCIDs. Will suggest altern tive approaches and

dlSCUSS the . pros and cons of recommending statutory reforms.

.Status: Draft nearing completion,
Author: Dr. William R.
- Santa Monica. Former consultant to Andy Marshall on the

Harris,

the CIA Act of 1949 -

due 15 October.

RAND Corporation,.

NSC Staff, participant in preparing the Lindsay Report.

#5 Intelligence Resource Management.
not only the efficient 2llocation of resources but also
the capacity of the DCI and others to make appropriate .
decisions and to manage rescurces appropriated to other
agencies. Will focus on the roles of the Secretary of

Defense, the DCI, OMB, IRAC, the Intelligence Community _ :
Will discuss alternative .

Staff, PFIAB and the Conoress
technlques for the budcetary review of intelligence.

activities.

Status: Draft completed
Author: . Robert Macy, with the Bureau of the- Buawet

until 1962 as CIA auditoxr. Since that time has worked

Paper discusses

as a consultant to a number of governmenit agencies and
with the UN both domestically and abroad.

#6 Clandestine Operations and Covert Action. To discuss
the pros and cons of maintaining a capability for covert

action and the criteria

that ought to govern its use.

Will address problems of command and control inherent-
and will examine

carefully the review process of the 40 Commlttee and other

in highly compartmented operations,

oversight groups.

Status: Draft due on October 15.

Author: Taylor G. Belcher,

"former US Ambassador to

Cyprus and Peru. - In addition, Chester Cooper, of the

Council of Foreign Relations,

“the same topic.

All Source Study:

will do a think piece on

Project Director ~ STATINTL.

A limited access report of analysis, without recom—
mendation, of past sudies on the Intelllgmnce Community.
St%tus- Draft due on 1 November.

Author:

{for

e

a2 consultant with INRK.

is

who has served on the staff of former
and is currvently the Administrative Assistant to Conoressmqn

Peter Frellnvhuvsen

CIA officer, curire
a formevy CI[\ off&t@imﬂ—

Vice President Agnew
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~ Anti-destabilization

" By John D. Marks

WASHINGTON-—Now that President
Ford has publicly asserted that the
United States has a right to “de-
stabilize” foreign governments, other
countries might’ consider “whether to
permit entry to America's agents of
subversion, operatives of the Central
Intelligence Agency. )

These people, after all, engage  in
covert activities that the Director of

- Central Intelligence, William E. Colby,

recently admitted would,be crimes if
committed in this country. "~ - :
Why should any sovereign nation
stand for that sort of thing, and, more
important, what can a country do to
protect itself from C.LA.-attack?
Foreign governments could inform
the State Department that employes
of the C.I.A. and other United States
spy. agencies are- not -welcome: and
must be withdrawn immediately if the
United States wishes to continue dip-
lomatic relations, ] ; :

Admiitedl&, Britain, Canad;a' _and -

South Africa would probably not expel
the C.LA. because the ageficy operates
in these countries mainly to exchange
intelligence ‘data and maintain’ close
liaison, o R
Similarly, the Soviet Union almost
certainly would not want to expel
C.LA.  operatives, since the United
States would surely retaliate with
similar action, breaking an unwritten
rule that both powers have a right
to spy on-the other. .
" But allied and third-world countries
that have no wish to infiltrate our

" Government or to -“destabilize” our

democratic institutions—as the C.LA.
did to Chile’s—might declare them-
selves .espionage-free zones. They
could make clear that their refusal to
allow the operations -of the C.LA.
(or K.G.B., or any other foreign in-
telligence service) should not be con-

- sidered an unfriendly. act.

Since all C.LA. personnel are abroad
on false pretenses, finding them- in
order to expel them would be a poten-
tial problem but one greatly simpli-

~ fied by the C.IA.'s standard procedure

of sending most of its operatives
abroad as bogus State Department of-
ficers. ' L '
Over 25 per cent of the people who
are listed as working:for the depart-
ment overseas are actually with the
C.LA. And by cross-checking two un-
classified- State Department publica-
tions, the Foreign Service List and the
Biographic Register, most of the C.IA.
operatives, normally listed as Foreizn
Service Reserve Officers, can be dis-
tinguished from America’s real diplo-
mats, the Foreign Service Officers.
‘While there are- Reserve Officers

W@@rg%\‘{éd”%rfﬂe‘l@agé‘?OMM3IZE'E@I/5@RDP86M@?4!331\@0@000

conspicuous by incomplete
biographical data,” which usually in-
cludes loif - service in such vague-

sounding jobs as “political analyst, -
g1 i

Department of the Army.”
Identifying American military-intel-

ligence personnel abroad is even

easier. In countries where there are no

United States forces stationed, most.

of them are simply called defense
attachés, .

C.I.A, operativés under “deep cover”
—primarily as American businessmen
but also as newsmen, missionaries, and
students—would be more difficult to
spot than their “diplomatic’ brethren,

but a government could -handle many’
of these by announting that any cor-.

poratién knowingly concealing a C.I.A.
man would be subject to expropriation.

Certainly not all United States intel-
ligence operatives could be discovered,
but such tactics could seriously disrupt
C.L.A. operations. Nevertheless, even
the most determined and clever gov-
emment could probably not stop the
flow of secret C.LA. funds of the type
that President Ford has admitted werc
secretly paid- to. Chilean -Opposition
leaders and newspapers. .

‘As long as there are citizens willing
to accept the laundered C.I.A. funds,
the agency will contrive ways to get
money to them,

For example, in Greece the C.I.A. has
over the years recruited thousands of

‘political, military, police, labor, news

media, and academic figures. Now as
Greece restores democracy and moves
away from America's all-encompassing
embrace, there is real fear in the
Greek Government that the United
States will act to stop what Washing-
ton policymakers perceive as a left-
ward drift. : -
.
While the Greek Government could

‘probably .identify and expel most of

the C.I.A, operatives—60, according to
one newspaper report-the many
Greeks already in the C.LA.'s employ
would remain as potential fifth colum-

nists to which the agency could pro-

vide assistance. .
Perhaps the way for Greece to rid

“herself of the C.L.A.’s pervasive influ-

ence would be to declare a general
amnesty for all citizens who are with
the agency. If genuine forgiveness were
promised in return for immediate co-
operation, and stiff penalties promised
for those convicted of staying on the
C.LA. payroll after the amnesty period,
enough of the C.LA.'s Greek contacts
might provide sufficient information
to enable the Government to start un-
raveling the agency’s extensive agent
network.

The point is that foreign govern-
ments do not need to stand by idly
while the C.LA. attempts to ‘‘destab-
ilize” them,

John D. Marks is an Associate of the
in Washington and co-author, with

Victor Marchetti, of “The C.I.A. and
the Cult >f Intelligence.” .
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by John Marks

Several times in the lust few years,
this magazine has suggested that the
quickest single way to improve the
conduct of American foreign policy
would be ito get rid of the covert
agents and clandestine operators in
the CIA. In the spirit of practicing
what we preach, we present the fol-
lowing article, which tells how to
identify a great number of the
Agency’s “secret” operators. Our
purpose is to hasten the day when our
intelligence organizations concentrate
on their real work—collecting and
analyzing information from open
sources—and-to cut the ground away
Jrom the James Bonds and the
Gordon Liddys of the world before
they get us all in any more trouble.

Both the Soviet and American
intelligence establishments scem to
share the obsession that the other side
is always trying to bug them. Since
the other side is, in fact, usually
trying, our technicians and their
technicians are constantly sweeping
military installations and embassies to
make sure no enemy, real or imagined,
has succeeded. One night about ten
years ago, a State Department security
officer, prowling through the Ameri-
can embassy in Santiago, Chile, in
search of communist microphones,
found a listening device carefully
hidden in the office of a senjor
“political officer.” The security man,
John Marks is an associate of the Center for

National Security Studies and co-author of
The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence.

The Washington Monthly/November 1974

along with everyone else in the
embassy, knew that this particular
“political officer” was actually the
Central Intelligence Agency’s “station
chief,” or principal operative in Chile.
Bugging his office would have indeed
been a major coup for the opposition.
Triumphantly, the security man
ripped the microphone out of the
wall—only to discover later that it had
been installed by the CIA station chief
himself.

The rcason the CIA office was
located in the embassy—as it is in
most of the other countries in the
world—is that by presidential order
the State Department is responsible
for hiding and housing the CIA. Like
the intelligence services of most other
countries, the CIA has been unwilling
to set up foreign offices under its own
name, so American embassies—and,
less frequently, military bases—
provide the needed cover.. State
confers respectability on the Agency’s
operatives, dressing them up with the
same titles and calling cards that give
legitimate diplomats entree into for-
eign government circles. Protected by
diplomatic immunity, the operatives
recruit local officials as CIA agents to
supply secret intelligence and, espe-
cially in the Third World, to help in
the Agency’s manipulation of a
country’s internal affairs.

The CIA moves its men off the
diplomatic lists only in Germany,
Japan, and other countries where large
numbers of American soldiers are

5
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. stationed. In those countries, the

CIA’s command post is still in the
U.S. embassy, but most of the CIA
personnel are under military cover.
With nearly 500,000 U.S. troops
scattered around the world, the CIA
“units” buried among them do not
attract undue attention.

In contrast, it is difficult for the
CIA to dwell inconspicuously within
the American diplomatic corps, since
more than a quarter of the 5,435
employees who purportedly work for
State overseas are actually with the
CIA. In places such as Argentina,
Bolivia, Burma, and Guyana, where
the Agency has special interests and
projects, there are about as many CIA
operatives under cover of substantive
embassy jobs as there are legitimate
State employees. The CIA also places
smaller contingents in the ranks of
other U.S. government agencies which
operate overseas, particularly AID’s
police training program in Latin
America.

What is surprising is that the CIA
even bothers to camouflage its agents,
since they are still easily identifiable.
Let us see why the embassy cover is so
transparent:

BThe CIA usually has a separate
set of offices in the embassy, often
with an exotic-looking cipher lock on
the outside door. In Madrid, for
example, a State Department source
reports that the Agency occupied the
whole sixth floor of the embassy.
About 30 people worked there; half
were disguised as “‘Air Force per-
sonnel” and half as State ‘““political
officers.” The source says that all the
local Spanish employees knew who
worked on what floor of the embassy
and that visitors could figure out the
same thing.

BCIA personnel usually stick to-
gether. When they go to lunchor toa
cocktail party or meet a plane from
Washington, they are much more
likely to go with cach other than with
legitimate diplomats. Once you have
identified one, you can quickly figure
out the rest.

BThe CIA has a different health

insurance plan from the State Depart-
me:it. The premium records, which
are unclassified and usually available
to local employees, are a dead
giveaway.

®The Agency operative is taught

«early in training that loud background

sounds interfere with bugging. You
can be pretty sure the CIA man in the
embassy is the one who leaves his
radio on all the time.

®lronically, despite the State De-
pariment’s total refusal to comment
on anything concerning the CIA, the
Department regularly publishes two
documents, the Foreign Service List
and the Biographic Register, which,
when cross-checked, yield the names
of most CIA operatives under embassy
covei. Here is how it works:

America’s real diplomats have
insistzd on one thing in dealing with
the CIA: that the corps of Foreign
Service Officers (FSO) remain pure.
Altkough there are rumors of excep-
tions, CIA personnel abroad are
always given the cover rank of Foreign
Service Reserve (FSR) or Staff (FSS)
officers—not FSO. Of course, there
are some legitimate officials from the
State Department, AID, and USIA
who hold FSR and FSS ratings, so
care must be taken to avoid confusing
these people with the spooks.

T: winnow out the spooks, you
start by looking up in the Foreign
Service List the country in question,
for example, China. The letters in the
third column from the left signify the
man or woman’s persounel status and
the number denotes his or her rank.
On tiz China list, David Bruce is an
“R-1 7 or Reserve Officer of class 1,
the highest rank. John Holdridge is a
regul:r Foreign Service Officer (FSO)
of tie same grade, and secretary
Barb:.ra Brooks is a Staff Officer, class
4.

PEKIN 3 {U.S. LIAISON OFFICE) (LO)

Bruce S avid KE..oie. chief USLO
Holdrit ;2 John H... ... Qep chist YSLO
Jenkin: fred Les. dep chief USLO
Brooks arbara A... sec

MeXint-¢ Brunsen ..
Taelitt ceille ...
Anders i Qonald M................ pol oft

SnDnoom
m YO P et gt s
»
bavd
“
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Now Holdridge almost certainly

of these men serve long tours with

%

£

H : : couns, dep chief mission 10/61, cons gen3/62,

o Mk doice - oo 331218 O 3763, Dept FS insp 8/65, det Nat Security

& Pascoe B Lynn .~ pol off 05 713 Counc 7/66, FS insp 1/69, dir Off of Asian

¥ Horowitz Herbe . econfeml off 03 61 Communist Aff 7/70, superior honor award 71,

s Morin Annabelle C ... . s8¢ 7 N dir for People’s Rep of China, Mongolia,

i;.‘ Rope William Frederick , econfeml off 04 4N Hong Kong-Macao aff 2/13. Peking dep chief

i Blackburn Robert R Jr.. . adm ot 03 473 liaison off 4/73., Lang Ger, {w~Martha Lip-

E Herera Delia L........ . sec 56§13 platt), : S o - S -
Lambart William £ ... . coms/rac off RE 224

£ hucuéoblar}\’.... ) coms/rec’?ﬂ (SJ% 173 .

- orin Emile F...... . gansero 6 372 H

1 Peterson Robert D . coms/rac off RE 173 Note that there are no gaping 1}0165
Riley Mbert D..... comsfrec oft $5 513 in their career records, nor did either

can be ruled out as an operative,
simply because he is an FSO. Not
much can be told one way or the
other about FSS Brooks because, asis
the case with most secretaries, the
State Department does not publish
much information about her. David
Bruce might be suspect because of his
“R” status, but a quick glance at the
Biographic Register, which gives a
brief curriculum vitae of all State
Department personnel, shows him to
be one of the high-level political
appointees who have “R” status
because they are not members of the
regular Foreign Service. Similarly, the
Register report on FSR Jenkins shows
that he had a long carcer as an FSO
before taking on the State Depart-
ment’s special assignment in Peking as
an FSR:

Bruce, Dovid KE.b Md 2/21/98, m. {Evangeline
Bell). Princeton U AB 19. Mem Md bar. US
Axmy 17-19, 42-45 coloverseas, PRIVEXPER
priv law practice 21-26, mem State legis 24-
26, 39-42, with bank-priv bus 28-40, chief rep
Am Red Cross (England) 40-41, GOVT EXPER
with Off Strategic Sers 41.45, asst sec ofCom
47-48, ECA Paris R-1 chief of mission 5/48,
STATE AEP to France 5/49, Dept under sec of
state 2/52, consult to sec of state 1/53, Paris
R-1 pol off~US observer to Interim Comm of
EDC, also US reptoEuropean Coal-Steel Com-
munity (Luxembourg) 2/53. Dept consulttosec
of state 1/55, Bonn AEP to Germany 3/57-
11/59. London AEP to Great Britian 2/61-3/
69, Dept R-1 pers rep of Pres with pers rank
amb to hd US del at Paris meetings on Viet-
Nam 7/70-4/71. Peking chief liaison off 3/73.

Jenkins, Alired leSesne<b Ga 9/14/16, m. Emory
U AB 38, Duke U MA 46, US Army 42.46 18t
it. PRIV EXPER prin-supt pub schs 40-42,
STATE Dept F50 unclass 6/46, Peiping Chin
lang-area trainee 9/46, O-6 11/46, Tientsin
pol off 1/48, O-5 4/49. Hong Kong chief pol
ecct 7/49. Taipei pol off 7/50, O-4 6/51, Dept
3/52. O-3 9/54, Jidda couns, dep chief mis-
sion 2/55. Dept det Nat War Coll 8/57, O-2
2/58, dep dir Off of SE Asian Aff 6/58, reg
plan ad Bu of Far E Aff 8/59. Stockholm
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nameless Pentagon agencies, nor did
they regularly change their status
from “R” to “S8” to “GS” (cvil
service).

Now, for purposes of comparison,
examine the record of the CIA’s man
in Peking, a “political officer” named
James R: Lilley: -

Lilley, James R—b China Am parents 1/15/28,

m. Yale U BA 51. US Army 46-47. GOVT EX-
PER anal Dent of Armv 51-58. STATE Manila
R-6 7/58, Dept 10/60, Phnom Penh 9/61, R-5
3/63. Bangkok 4/63, Dept 8/64. Vientiane pol

off 6/65. R-4 5/66, 5.2 4/68. Hong Kong 5/
68, R-4 5/69, Dept 7/70, GS-15 fgn aff off

4/71, R-4 det lang trng FSI 7/72-4/73, Lang
Fr, Rom, (w—Sally Booth).

The Foreign Service List provides
another clue, in the form of diplo-
mats’ official assignments. Of all the
jobs real State Department representa-
tives perform, political reporting is
generally considered to be the most
important. Although genuine FSRs
frequently hold administrative and
consular slots, they are almost never
given the important political jobs. So
where an FSR does appear in the
listing with a political job, it is most
likely that the CIA is using the
position for cover. There is an
exception to this rule: a compara-
tively few minority-group members
who have been brought into the
Foreign Service as Reserve Officers
under a special program. They are
found exclusively in the junior ranks,
and their biographic data is complete
in the way the CIA people’s is not.

Finally there is another almost
certain tip-off. If an agent is listed in
the Biographic Register as having been
an ““analyst” for the Department of
the Army (or Navy or Air Force), you

. can bet that he or she is really

working for the CIA. A search of

7
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hundreds of names found no legit-
imate- State Department personnel

In :n embassy like the one in
Santo Domingo, the spooks in the
political section outnumber the real
FSOs by at least seven to three:

Poiitical Section
... polokf RS 112
.. poloH R7 972
[ esN pol off 04 172
Chafin Gz E .. polefl 06 873
Clayton Tromas A. pol oft R3 571
Owiggins nanH . pot off R7 3N

Fambrini =sbedt L.
Greig Dav:
Guell Jans £

pol off
pol off
sec

§2

RS

S8
Markot §:2ph . . SEC $8 613
Mermiam { eraldine C.. ... cik-typist 88 2N
Mooney R-hert C... ... polotf R6 872
Morris Mz 2aret A ... ... cik-typist S10 12.23
Pascoe Deathy L ... .. $8C $1 2.4
Ryan Doncaid G .. poloff R3 &13
Williams & zert N pol off 03 173

Whil» Dondald Ryan is an “R’’ in
the pclitical section, there is not
sufficert data published about him to
verify his status.

It vas by studying these docu-
ments that I Jearned that the CIA has
sent an operative to Peking. For
confirm:tion, I called the State
Departrient’s ranking China expert,
Acting Assistant Secretary of State
Arthur Hummel. After 1 identified
myself as a reporter working on a
magazin: article and explained where
I had gc:ten my information, Hummel
shouted. “I know what you’re up to
and [ don’t want to contribute. Thank
you ver~ much!” and slammed down
the phone.

Another State official confirmed
that the decision to send ‘an operative
to Pekir z was made in early 1973, but
declarec that making public the
operativ.’s existence could “jeopard-
ize”  Chinese-American  relations.
Neither this official nor any of his
colleagu s seemed willing to consider
the notion that the U.S. government
was unczr no obligation to assign a
CIA ma: there—or anywhere else for
that mautter. The first American
mission to China since 1949 certainly
could huve been staffed exclusively
with rea! diplomats if concern about
damagin - relations were so high. To

8 .
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‘have excluded the Agency from

Peking, however, would have gone
against a basic axiom of the post-
World War II foreign policy establish-
ment: the CIA follows the flag into
American embassies. '

The Chinesg government is presum-
ably clever- enough to identify the
operative by sifting through the public
documents available. In fact his arrival
may well have been cleared with the
Chinese, who probably wanted recip-
rocal privileges for their secret service
in Washington. Such are the arrange-
ments the world’s spooks are so fond
of working out with each other—the
Soviet’ KGB and the CIA even
exchange names of intelligence ana-
lysts assigned to the other’s capital..

Sacrificing ‘State’

T

-

e

e

et

PR

Much to the alarm of a few high
State Department officials, the pro-
portion of CIA to State personnel
abroad has been steadily rising in
recent years. The precise figures are
zealously guarded, but several State
sources confirm the trend. They cite
as the main reason for this tilt toward
the CIA a scries of government-wide
cutbacks that have hit State pro-
portionately harder than the CIA.
What troubles State is not, as one
career diplomat put it, “the principle”
that State should provide the CIA
with cover. That is unquestioned, he
says. Rather, most legitimate diplo-
mats do not like being a minority
within their own profession or having
the rest of the world confuse them
with the CIA’s dirty tricksters. They
generally regard themselves as working
at a higher calling.

While the State Department has
been comparatively honest in accept-
ing the personnel cuts ordered by the
Johnson and Nixon administrations,
two sources familiar with the CIA
budget report that the Agency has
done everything possible to escape the
reductions. Traditionally, when out-
siders—even Presidents—have tried to
meddle with the Agency’s personnel
allotment, the CIA has resisted on
“national sccurity” grounds. And

The Washington Monthly/November 1974
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Wwhen that argument failed, the CIA
resorted to bureaucratic ruses: cutting
out a job and then replacing the
person eliminated with a “contract”
or “local” employee, who would not
show up on the personnel 1oster; or
sending home a clandestine support
officer—a specialist in things like
renting ‘“safe houses,” “laundering”
money, and installing phone taps—and
then having the same work done by
experts sent out from Washington on
“temporary duty.” :
Just this spring, the State Depart-
ment took official, if secret, notice of
its declining presence overseas com-
pared to the CIA when Secretary
Henry Kissinger authorized a high-
level study of State-CIA staffing. The
Department’s top administrator, L.
Dean Brown, who had urged the study
be made in the first place, gave the job
to Malcolm Toon, a career diplomat
serving as U.S. ambassador to Yugo-
slavia. Toon returned to Washington
to compile the top-secret report.
Asking not to be named and

Not only does the State Depart-
ment provide the CIA with cover,
but the Senate—and especially its
Foreign Relations Committee—
encourages the current practice of
sending over 25 per cent of our
“diplomatic” corps abroad under
false pretenses. Every year the
Foreign Relations Committee rou-
tinely approves and sends to the
full Senate for its advice and
consent lists of “Foreign Service
Reserve Officers to be consular
officers and secretaries in the
Diplomatic Service of the United
States of America.” In 1973, of the
121 names submitted by the State
Department, more than 70 were
CIA operatives. According to a
knowledgeable source, the com-
mittee is informally told the
number of CIA people on the lists
but “not who they are.” No senator
in memory has publicly objected to
being an accomplice to this cover-
building for the CIA.

Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001 000040005-9

refusitg to provide the specific fig-
ures, # source close to Kissinger says
that Toon’s report calls for a
substa:tial reductton in the number of
CIA operatives abroad under State
cover. The source adds that Kissinger
has not made up his mind on the
issue.

Kissinger has always acted very
carefully where the CIA is concerned.
One o his former aides notes that the
Secretiry has regularly treated the
Agencvy with great deference at
government meetings although he has
often been privately scornful of it
afterwurds. In any case, Kissinger is
unquestionably a believer in the need
for the CIA to intervene covertly iv
other countries’ intemnal affairs—he
was tie prime mover behind the
Agency’s work against Salvador Al-
lende in Chile. The question of how
much cover State should provide the
CIA, however, is chiefly a bureau-
cratic one, and 1is not basic to
Kissing=r’s foreign policy. The Sec-
retary therefore will probably not
take a definite position until he sees
how miuich opposition the CIA will be
able tc stir up in the White House aud
in the congressional subcommittees
that si.pposedly oversee the Agancy.

The CIA has lost no time in
launching its counteroffensive. At a
July 1Y% off-the-record session with
key Democratic congressional aides,
Carl  Duckett, the CIA’s Deputy
Directcr for Intelligence, complained
about the reductions recommeanded
by the Toon report. According to a
source who was present, Duckett said
that even without further embassy
cuts, the CIA now doesn’t have
enough people overseas.

CIA officials must be especially
concerred about Toon’s recommenda-
tions, since in countries where there
are no U.S. military bases, the only
alternative to embassy cover is
“deep,” or non-official, cover. Ameri-
can co:porations operating overseas
have loitg cooperated in making jobs
availabl: to the ClIA and would
probabl. continue to do so. Also, the
Agency would probably have to make
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more use of smaller firms where fewer
people would know of the clandestine
connection. Two examples of this
type are:

* Robert Mullen and Company,
the Washington-based public relations
concern fof” which E. Howard Hunt
worked after he left the CIA and
before the break-in at Democratic
National Headquarters.” Mullern pro-
vided CIA operatives with cover in
‘Stockholm, Mexico City, and Singa-
pore, and in 1971 set up a subsidiary

~in cooperation with the CIA called

Interprogres, Ltd. According to a
secret Agency document released with
the House Judiciary Committee’s
impeachment evidence, “At least two
[CIA] overseas assets have tangential
tasks of promoting the acceptance of
this company as a Mullen subsidiary.”

* Psychological Assessment Asso-
ciates, Inc., a Washington psycho-
logical consulting firm specializing in
behavioral rcsearch and analysis. By
the -admission of its president John
Gittinger, most of the company’s
business since it was founded in 1957
by three ex-CIA psychologists has
come from Agency contracts. The
firm had two ‘‘representatives” in
Hong Kong, at least until June of this
year. _

Unless their cover is blown, com-
panies of this sort and operatives who
work for them cannot be linked to the
U.S. government. But the Agency has
learned over the years that it is much
more difficult and expensive to set up
an operative as a businessman (or as a
missionary or newsman) than to put
him in an embassy. As a ‘“private”
citizen, the operative is not auto-
matically exposed to the host coun-
try’s key officials and to foreign
diplomats, nor does he have direct
access to the CIA communications

cand support facilities which are
normally housed in embassics. More-
over, as an ex-CIA official explains,
“The deep cover guy has no mobility.
He doesn’t have the right passport. He
is subject to local laws and has to pay
local taxes. If you try to put him in an
influential business job, you’ve got to
go through all the arrangements with

the company.”

Who Needs Gumshoes?

Everything argues for having the
intelligence agent in the embassy—
everything, that is except the need to
keep his existence secret. The ques-
tion then becomes whether it is really
that important to keep his existence
secret—which, in turn, depends on
how important his clandestine activi-
ties are. _

Could any rational person, after
surveying the history of the last 20
years, from Guatemala to Cuba to
Victnam—and now Chile—contend
that the CIA’s clandestine activities
have yielded anything but a steady
strcam of disaster? The time has come
to abolish them. Most of the military
and economic intelligence we need
we can get from our satellites and
sensors (which already provide nearly
all our information about Russia’s
nuclear weaponry) and from reading
the newspapers and the super-
abundant files of open reports. As for
political intelligence--which is actually
an assessment of the intentions of
foreign leaders—we don’t really nced
this kind of information from Third
World countries unless we intend to
muck about in their internal affairs.
With the Soviet Union or China—
countrics powerful enough to really
threaten our national sccurity—timely
political intelligence could be a great
help. But for the past 25 years we

_have relied on open sources and

machine-collected intelligence because
our agents have proven incapable of
penetrating these closed societics.
There is not enough practical benefit
gained from the CIA’s -espionage
activities to compensate for our
nation’s moral and lcgal liability in
maintaining thousands of highly
trained bribers, subverters, and bur-
glars overseas as “yeprescntatives” of
our government. The problem of
getting good, accurate, reliable in-
formation from abroad is a complicat-
ed one, beyond the scope of this
article, but, to paraphrase Mas West,
covert has nothing to do with it. 1]

The Washing vave mbe
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THE CIA AND DECISION-MAKING
By Chester L. Cooper |

“The most fundamental methed of work . . . is to determine our working policies ac-
cording to the actual conditions. When we study the causes of the mistakes we have made,
we find that they all arose because we departed from the actual situation ... and were
subjectivé in determining our working policies.”—"“The Thoughts of Mao Tsc-tung.”

N bucelic McLean, Virginia, screened by trees and sur-
rounded by a high fence, squats a vast expanse of concrete
and glass known familiarly as the “Pickle Factory,” and
more formally as “Headquarters, Central Intelligence Agency.”
Chiselled into the marble which is the only relieving feature of
the building’s sterile main entrance are the words, “The Truth
Shall Make You Free.” The quotation from St. John was
personally chosen for the new building by Allen W. Dulles over v/
the objection of several subordinates who felt that the Agency,
then still reeling from the Bay of Pigs débacle, should adopt a
somewhat less lofty motto. (In those dark days of late 1961, some
suggested that a more appropriate choice would be “Look Before
You Leap.”) But Dulles had a deeper sense of history than’
most. Although he was a casualty of the Bay of Pigs and never
‘sat in the Director’s office with its view over the Potomac, he /
left a permanent mark not only on the Agency which he had
fashioned but on its building which he had planned.

Allen Dulles was famous among many and notorious among
some for his consummate skill as an intelligence operative
(“spook” in current parlance), but one of his greatest contribu-
tions in nurturing the frail arrangements he helped to create to
provide intelligence support to Washington’s top-level foreign-
policy-makers.

Harry Truman, whose Administration gave birth to both the
National Security Council and the Central Intelligence Agency, /
recalls that, “Each time the National Security Council is about

‘to consider a certain policy-—let us say a policy having to do
with Southeast Asia—it immediately calls upon the CIA to
present an estimate of the effects such a policy is likely to
have. . . .* President Truman painted a somewhat more cozy
relationship between the NSC and the CIA than probably
existed during, and certainly since, his Administration. None
the less, it is fair to say that the 1nte111gcnce community, and espe-
cially the CIA, played an important advisory role in high-level
policy dcliberations during the 1950s and early 1960s.

To provide the most informed intelligence judgments on the
effects a contemplated policy might have on American na-
tional security interests, a group especially tailored for the task
was organized in 1950 within the CIA. While this step would
probably have been taken sooner or later, the communist victory
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in China, the Korean War and growing East-West te:isions stimu-
lated the Truman administration’s interest in obtaining care-
fully prepared intelligence assessments and projections. The
Office of National Estimates (ONE) was headed initially by
Professor William Langer, eminent diplomatic historian, lead-
ing authority on the American duck and master of prose-style.
Under his brief stewardship he established guidelines for crisp,
objective assessments that have been maintained for two decades.

Since.jts inception, the Office of National Estimates has main-
tained its independence within the hierarchy of the CIA, within
the intelligence community, and within the national security and
foreign policy elements of the government. Each National Intel-
ligence Estimate is written after due consideration of contribu-
tions submitted by intelligence analysts both within and outside
the Agency, but the final wording bears the unmistakable stamp
of ONE'’s style of composition and analysis.

Estimates, about go a year, are written on a variety of subjects
relevant to situation or policy considerations affecting the na-
tional security interests of the United States—from such elab-
orate, highly technical examinations as Chinese ccmmunist nu-
clear capabilities as they may develop over the next several
years, to more speculative judgments about, say, the probable
course of Japanese-Soviet relations in the light of evolving
American foreign and economic policy.

The estimates are, by their very nature, a projection into the
future: “What will be the effects of . . .?”" “What are the prob-
able developments in . . .?” “What are the intentions of . . Néd
«What are the future military capabilities of .. .?"” When Pravde
has been scanned, the road-watchers’ reports from l.aos checked,
the economic rescarch completed, Pham van Dong’s recent
speeches dissected, radar signals examined, satellite observations
analyzed, and embassy cables read, the estimators set about
their task. What emerges reflects a mass of distilled information,
a painstaking search for the mot just and an assidzous effort to
codbrdinate the views of all appropriate elements of the intelli-

.gence community. And,when all is said and done, what emerges
is an opinion, a judgment. But it is likely to be the hest-informed
and most objective view the decision-maker can get.

The ten men on the National Estimates Board and the twenty
or so on the National Estimates Staff (the Board and Staff make
up the Office of National Estimates) have virtually unlimited
access to classified and unclassified information concerning the
political, military and economic situations of foreign countries.
Their access to high-level White House, Defense or State policy
thinking is much more limited ; the fear of leaks vhich has per-
vaded the Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon admirnistrations has
tended to seal off even such élite intelligence groups as the Office
of National Estimates from advance knowledge of sensitive
“options” under serious consideration by the Presi<ent. On occa-
sion, now less frequent than in previous years, the Estimates
folk are given an inkling of closely held courses of action that
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may be under high-level review through requests from the
White House or the NSC to undertake a “Special” National
Intelligence Estimate on “The Consequences of Certain Possible
Steps the United States May Take Toward (let us say) Cash-
mania.”

The position of the men and women in the Office of National
Estimates, particularly those on the Board, is unique in the gov-
ernment (their closest counterparts were members of the Policy
Planning Staff of the Department of State prior to the recent
reorganization of that staff). They are among the most senior
civil servants in the government, but unlike their peers else-
where in the CIA or in other agencies and departments, they have
no managerial or administrative responsibilities, they are not
obliged to concern themselves with the painful and mundane
matter of the annual budgets, they are not asked to appear be-
fore congressional committees. Their assigned responsibility
is to brood about the world’s problems and to project their views
about how these problems are likely to affect American national
security interests. INo one has ever tried to cost out the production
of a National Intelligence Estimate. Even if the dollar costs
could be determined, who is to weigh the nondollar value of a
considered, objective judgment, based on all relevant available
information, on a matter important, perhaps vital to American
security? At a time when government officials of whatever

stature find themselves so harried that thinking time is at a pre-
mium, a group of experts that has an opportunity to ponder is a

~scarce and precious national asset,

The salad days of CIA’s Office of National Estimates were
during the Eisenhower administration. It was in this period
that the estimators sensed that they had a direct, or at least dis-
cernible, participation in the policy process. The National Se-/

- _curity Council then played a more important role in the formu-t

lation of national security policy than it did under its creator,

- President Truman, or has under any subsequent administration,

including the present one. Anxious to make the NSC a more
orderly and effective body, President Eisenhower established a
Planning Board charged with “staffing out” policy reviews and
recommendations prior to consideration by the Council itself.
The Planning Board was chaired by the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs and its membership included
representatives from the departments and agencies which com-
prised the NSC. The State Department member, for example,
was the chairman of the Policy Planning Staff. The CIA ad-
viser (both the CIA and the Joint Chiefs are nominally, at least,
“advisers” rather than “members” of the NSC) was the Deputy J
Director for Intelligence to whom the Office of National Esti-
mates was then responsible.?

The typical Planning Board arrangement involved assigning
to the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff the task of writ-
ing a “position paper” on the issue at hand and to the intelligence.
community, through the Office of National Estimates, the chore
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of preparing a National Intelligence fstimate. tn due COUrse,
a Planning Board draft would be prepared incorporating the
essence of these two documents and appropriate contributions
from the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of Defense or
other member groups.

While this was a far cry from having a firm assurance that the
President and his advisers personally read the National Intelli-
gence Estimates, it provided a built-in arrangem:nt for gearing
intelligence guidance into the policy-making proccss. Moreover,
| Allen Dulles, then Director, included a summz:ry of relevant

Estimates in his weekly briefings to the Counci'. This did not
mean that every Estimate was heeded or even taken very seri-
ously by the policy-makers. but the estimators nad some con-
fidence, then, that their views were at least cons:dered prior to
a National Security Council position and a presidential decision.

President Kennedy was more interested in dcaling with se-
lected individuals than with formal institutions. He abolished
the Planning Board together with other subordinate groups
that had mushroomed under Eisenhower’s NSC and, like Presi-
dent Johnson later, used the Council primarily s a vehicle for
communicating decisions already reached in smaller, more con-
genial forums. There were still high-level, sorietimes urgent,
requests for Estimates directly addressing pending policy deci-
sions,® but ONE’s umbilical cord to the policy-making process
was severed with the disappearance of the Planning Board. The
fact that John Kennedy was a “reading” President was, of
course, SOme compensation. (He is reported to L ave once called
a startled young member of the Estimates Staff «bout a point in
an estimate on Indonesia.) ’

Aside from momentary diversions into the Caribbean and the
Middle East, the Johnson administration’s foreign policy con-
cerns were dominated by Vietnam. It is revealinz that President
Johnson’s memoirs,* which are replete with references to and
long quotations from documents which influenced his thinking
and decisions on Vietnam, contain not a single reference to 2 Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate or, indeed, to any other intelligence
analysis. Except for Secretary McNamara, who became 2 fre-
quent requestor and an avid reader of Estima‘es dealing with

_Soviet military capabilities and with the Vietnzm situation, and
McGeorge Bundy, the Oifice of National Estimates had a thin
audience during the Johnson administration. This 1s not to say,
of course, that “current intelligence” on Crisis situations was
ignored. It is to say that Estimates, think pie:cs and in-depth
analyses were far from best sellers.

Early in its tenure the Nixon administration publicly em-
phasized its determination to restore the N itional Security
Council to its place at the pinnacle of the policy-making pyramid
and to establish a more orderly process of pol.cy planning and
review. But the system that evolved relegated the National Esti-
mates to but a tiny fraction of the studies, unalyses, position
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papers, contingency plans, research reports and memoranda
generated by the large new NSC staff murmuring the magic
words; “The White House wants immediately. . . .” How much
of this deluge of paper has ever been read and assimilated by
even those NSC staffers who originally requested the material
is a well-kept secret and understandably so. FHow much ever went
beyond their overflowing desks to Mr. Kissinger’s busy deputy,
to.the harassed Mr. Kissinger or to the even more harassed Presi-
dent can only be imagined. A safe.bet would be precious little,

Most Americans concerned about foreign affairs have long
had to accept on blind faith that our government takes pains
to provide its highest officials with the best possible intelligence
guidance—and then to squirm under our private suspicions that
this advice is, all too often, regarded with indifference. Thanks
to Daniel Ellsberg, those of us who have not seen a National
Intelligence Estimate for many years, or who have never seen
one, can address the matter with somewhat more confidence than
we could have a few months ago. Although it probably did not
cross Ellsberg’s mind when he released the “Pentagon Papers”
to The New York Times, he succeeded in doing what the
Agency, on its own, has rarely been able to do for more than 20
years: he made the CIA “look good” through what inhabitants
of the Pickle Factory themselves would call a “highly credible
source.” :

11

By some stroke of prescience, President Truman singled out
Southeast Asia as his example of a problem arca where the

- National Security Council would call for intelligence guidance

for policies under consideration. Since Truman wrote his mem-
oirs, this troubled part of the world has given rise to a fair share
of NSC deliberation, intelligence analysis and policy decisions.
While the “Pentagon Papers” tell us little about what actually
happened in the White House Cabinet Room, they do reveal
much about the intelligence guidance made available to the
policy-makers. The record, recently amplified by President John-
son’s memoirs, gives us some insight into the extent to which such
guidance was reflected in policy decisions. A review of the rec-
ord is disquieting. ,

In the summer of 1954, following the Geneva conference, the
Eisenhower administration was desperately attempting to erect
a shield against further communist cxpansion 1n Asia. Secretary
Dulles, especially, was determined to devclop a strong anti-
communist government south of the 17th parallel in Victnam
and to replace the French cconomic, military and political influ-
ence in that area with our own. The man the United States
counted on to establish strong anti-communist rule was Ngo
Dinh Diem, By mid-summer, the issuc of American support for
Diem’s fledgling and untried government was high on the NSC’s
agenda. The CIA was requested to prepare an Estimate on the

‘V’RPMQIe%f Fol K65 86536005195 2 CTACRIDPSONO £33400 1080DA0005-9
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nam. According to the “Pentagon Papers,” the National
Intelligence Estimate of August 3 warned that “even with Amer-
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would be able to establish a strong governr.ent and that the
situation would probably continue to deteric rate.” The NSC,
nevertheless, recommended American aid for the frail and e
untried Vietnamese government, a recommendation that was “
soon followed by President Eisenhower’s fate-ul letter to Diem
offering American support. "
"This estimate has long since been validated ind jt seems clear |
that the United States would now be better off if President
Eisenhower had paid more heed to that warning and less to the -
strong pressures that were being exerted by his Secretary of |
Stdte and hard-line members of Congress. But this would prob-
ably be asking too much, considering the atmcsphere in Wash- -
ington during the summer of 1954. In any case, the Diem |
régime proved reasonably effective and stable unti] 1959, four
years after the estimate—a period about as long as any intelli- "
gence judgment can be projected with confide~ce and any par- )
ticular policy can be expected to be viable. It is probably a moot
point, therefore, whether the estimators or the policy-makers ' "
were right in terms of what they knew and wh.at they said and
did in 1954. What is worth noting for our purposes here is the :
readiness of the estimators to send forward a puint of view very i
much at variance with the current policy “line.” This attribute,
comes through time and again over the succeeding years.®
The 1954 Estimate was but the first of many blinking yellow "
lights flashed from intelligence analysts to the Eisenhower, Ken- |

nedy and Johnson administrations on the course of events in
Vietnam. In August 1960, according to the “Pi:ntagon Papers,” -
the National Security Council was told that urless Diem’s gov-
crnment took “more effective measures to pro-ect the peasants
and to win their positive codperation” the Vietcong would
expand their areas of control. If adverse trends were not
checked, the estimate noted, “they will almost certainly in time
cause the collapse of Diem’s régime.” Six mon hs later officials =
in the new Kennedy administration were given an even sharper
warning: “An extremely critical period . . . lies immediately
ahead.” Diem’s “toleration of corruption” and his reliance on -
“onc-man-rule” cast doubt on his ability to lead the government.
And in October 1961, when Kennedy’s NSC was considering
deploying SEATO (South-East Asia Treaty Organization) -
ground forces to Vietnam, it was cautioned tha‘, “The commu-
nists would expect worthwhile political and p:ychological re-
wards from successful harassment and guerrilla operations o
against SEATO forces. The DRV (North Vietaamese Govern-
ment) would probably not relax its Vietcong c-mpaign against
the GVN (South Vietnamese Government) tc any significant’ .
extent.” In November 1961, shortly after General Taylor and
Walt Rostow returned from their trip to Vietn m recommend-
ing, inter alia, that the United States “offer tc introduce into =
South Vietnam a military Task Force,” a Nationaal Intelligence
Estimate warned that any escalation of American military activi-
ties in Vietnam would be matched by a simil: ¢ escalation by -
Hanoi: “the North Vietnamese would respond to an increased
Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80MO01133A001000040005-9
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U.d. commitment with an offsetting increase in inhltrated sup-
port for the Vietcong.” Kennedy turned down the recommended
“Task Force,” but approved a substantial increase in American
military advisers. .

In June 1964, CIA analysts challenged the validity of the ~
hallowed “domino theory.” According to the “Pentagon Pa-
pers,” President Johnson asked the Agency: “Would the rest of
Southeast Asia necessarily fall if Laos and South Vietnam came
under North Vietnamese control?” “With the possible excep-
tion of Cambodia,” the President was told, “it is likely that no
nation in the area would quickly succumb to Communism as a
result of the fall of Laos and South Vietnam. Furthermore, a
continuation of the spread of Communism in the area would not
be irreparable. . . .” So long as the United States retained ijts
offshore bases in Asia, China and North Vietnam could be de-
terred “from overt military aggression against Southeast Asia
in general.” But, as President Johnson himself confides, the
“domino theory” continued to dominate his thinking about
Vietnam: “. .. from all evidence available to me it scemed likely
that all of Southeast Asia would pass under Communist control,
slowly or quickly, but inevitably, at least down to Singapore but
almost certainly to Djakarta . ..” if the United States “let South
Vietnam fall to Hanoi.”® -

Intelligence officers apparently have been consistently bearish
about the effectiveness of American bombing of North Vietnam.
During late 1964, when a group of contingency planners were
cxamining the costs and advantages of bombing North Vietnam,
intelligence analysts took issue with those who maintained that
bombing would force Hanoi to cease supporting the insurgency
in South Vietnam: “We do not believe that such actions [r.e.
bombing the North] would have a crucial effect’ on the daily
lives of the overwhelming majority of the North Vietnam popu-
lation. We do not belicve that aitacks on industrial targets would
so exacerbate current economic difficulties as to create unman-
ageable control problems. ... [The Hanoi régime] would prob-
ably be willing to suffer some damage to the country in the course
of a test of wills with the United States over the course of events
in South Vietnam.” As the Pentagon historians note, this view
had little influence on the contingency paper which emerged.

In November 1965, after eight months of American bombing
without any discernible effect on Hanoi’s ability to continue the
war, there was a quest for more “lucrative” targets. The Joint
Chiefs proposed bombing North Vietnamese petroleum storage
facilities, and Secretary McNamara asked for the views of the

- Board of National Estimates. “Hanoi would not be greatly sur-
prised by the attacks,” the Board responded. “Indeed . . . it
has already taken steps to reduce their impact. . . . We believe
that the DRV is prepared to accept for some time at least the
strains and difficulties which loss of the major POL facilities
would mean for its military and economic activity.” After the
petroleum storage facilities had been bombed in June 1966, it be-
ASp vc?lé?oi*ﬁél&@?boﬁ?&/ﬁsq'émlhmMdmmgoqdoooahaos-e
throughout the country.,

A month later, McNamara asked the Board to estimate the
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and air activity. There must be many officials of the Johnson
administration who now wish they had taken more cognizance
of this in late 1965: “Present Communist polic+ is to continue to -
prosecute the war vigorously in the South. The Communists
recognize that the U.S. reinforcements of 196 signify a deter-
mination to avoid defeat. They expect more U.S. troops and -
probably anticipate that targets in the Hanci-Haiphong area
will come under air attack. Nevertheless, they remain unwilling
to damp down the conflict or move toward negotiation. They ex- -
pect a long war, but they continue to believe :hat time is their
ally and that their own staying power is superior.” “An escala-
tion of the bombing would not be decisive : the DRV would not -
decide to quit; PAVN [North Vietnamess Army] infiltration
southward would continue. Damage from the strikes would make
it considerably more difficult to support the war in the South, w5
but these difliculties would neither be immediate nor insur-
mountable.”

Throughout 1966 intelligence analysts were to continue to e
maintain that the American bombing of North Vietnam would
not produce “either a military victory or ea:ly negotiations.”
During a sober moment of rethinking about th= bombing in the o
spring of 1967, McNamara requested three irtelligence assess-
ments on this issue. According to the “Pentagon Papers,” one
CIA study concluded that 27 months of bombing “have had re- -
markably little effect on Hanoi’s overall stratesy in prosecuting
the war, on its confident view of long-term com nunist prospects,
and on its political tactics regarding negotiaticns.” Another de- -
scribed North Vietnamese morale as one of “resolute stoicism
with' a considerable reservoir of endurance still untapped.” And
a third noted that although the bombing h:d “significantly -
eroded the capacities of North Vietnam’s industrial and military
bases,” the damage had “not meaningfully degrzded North Viet-

nam’s material ability to continue the war in South Vietnam.” -
I
The snippets of intelligence guidance whicii the “Pentagon -

Papers” reveal may not, of course, be the whol: story of intelli-
gence judgments offered and intelligence jucgments heeded.
‘The complete text of the documents which wer: cited may have -
couched the conclusions in a more tentative form; Intelligence

Estimates and memoranda tend to be generousls sprinkled with

“on the one hand and on the other hand” and “on balance we #
believe.” The Pentagon historians refer to cther documents

which countered or at least dissipated the effe:t of those pre-

pared in the intelligence community as a whole o: within the CIA s
itself. For example, the “Pentagon Papers” fre juently refer to

assessments of American bombing submitted by he Joint Chiefs

which were typically more bullish than those g:nerated within -
CIA or produced by the Office of National Estimates with con-

tributions from and the concurrence of the Defense Intelligence

Agency. The extent to which Defense Intelliger ce analysts had B
a hand in the Joint Chiefs’ assessments is unknow n, but one must

assppeotied: Fior-Rejdase 243/ ¢ CHR-RORZIMO 1438400 190R0409005-9

have become concerned about this apparent schizophrenic ten- =
dencv within the Defence-Tntelliocenca ctaff heorariees he tonded e
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increasingly, to.rely on the Board of National Estimates or other
components within CIA for their own, uncoérdinated, views on
current or projected U.S. courses of action regarding Vietnam.
Who besides McNamara was influenced by the CIA judgments,
and who by the JCS, the “Pentagon Papers” do not say.

But they do indicate that the CIA’s estimators and analysts, if
not those within the Pentagon, appear to have passed the test of
time, the sternest test of all. Confronting one of the most passion-
laden, persistent and dangerous foreign crises the United States
hds confronted since World War 11, they consistently seem to
have kept their cool, they remained impeccably objective, and
they have been right. But if the record was so good, why wasn't
anyone Up There listening?

Sherman Kent, a seer among the professional intelligence
analysts and a long-time Chairman of the Board of National
Estimates, has said, “The nature of our calling requires that we
pretend as hard as we are able that the wish is indeed the fact
and that the policy-maker will invariably defer to our find-
ings. ...” He feels that his associates’ concern about their influ-
ence is misplaced ; “no matter what we tell the policy-maker, and
no matter how right we are and how convincing, he will upon
occasion disregard the thrust of our findings for reasons beyond
our ken. If influence cannot be our goal, what should it be?
. -+ It should be to be relevant within the area of your compe-
tence, and above all it should be to be credible.’”

This exemplary admonition must be satisfying to Mr. Kent’s
co-professionals, but it is less than nourishing to those of us who
are not as lofty-minded nor so high above the battle. Intelligence
judgments on Vietnam, we now know, were both “rclevant” and
“credible” but were ignored or cast aside. Why? Because, since
at least the early 1960s, they ran counter to the mood prevail-
ing in the upper reaches of the policy-making community.

With the notable exception of Secretary MicNamara (whose
eventual change of view on the wisdom of our Vietnam policy
may in no small part have bcen influenced by the seriousness
with which he regarded CIA’s assessments), senior officials seem
to have dismissed the intelligence judgments as “just another
‘opinion.” It would be surprising if President Johnson had actu-
ally read the intelligence documents referred to in the “Penta-
gon Papers.” Indeed, as he points out in his memoirs, the “Wise
Men” he had assembled to examine American policy alternatives
following the communists’ 1968 Tet offensive were receiving
“eloomier” assessments of the situation in Vietnam than he had
been aware of. On important and sensitive political questions,
intelligence judgments were virtually excluded from considera-
tion. The State Department’s Intelligence Bureau, for example,
was cut off from the distribution of telegrams dealing with
negotiations initiatives in 1966 and 1967, and thus was precluded
from playing any useful role in this arca. Intelligence analysts
were thus banished to the darkness of official indifference. We
know much less about the disposition of the Nixon administra-
tion, but it is no sccret that the word has bccnﬂpasscd down that

1
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What can we realistically strive for in closing the yawning
gap between the ultimate analytical product of an elaborate and
costly intelligence structure and the tight if not always orderly -
process of arriving at national security and foreign policy de-
cisions? Obviously, it is unrealistic to expect taat policy-makers
should be bound by the advice of intelligence analysts or even .
that intelligence judgments or guidance should be influential in
every major decision; we already have acknowledged that other
considerations may override intelligence assessiments concerning "
the probable risks or advantages in 2 particular course of action.
But the operative verb should be “gverride, not “disregard.”

We do have a right to expect that the findinzs of Intelligence »
Estimates be put forward in policy councils, pondered upon and
then accepted or, by conscious decision, set aside.
The policy-making process comes into firal focus and de- i
cisions are ultimately reached through oral rather than. written
communication. It is at this critical juncture that officials should
perceive, as clearly as possible, “the effects a policy is likely to "
have.” And it is at this point that the men whose métier it is to
render such judgments should be directly involved. But long-
standing practice has insulated the estimators from face-to-face "
confrontation with those who grapple with policy issues and
options. Clearly if they are to play a more direct and useful
role, the estimators must be brought out of their cloister into the "
real world. They must, in short, engage the policy-makers.
If not the Board of National Estimates, a Board should be
given a broader charter which would assign it responsibilities -
well beyond that of presiding over National Intelligence Esti-
mates. In effect, Board members should function within their
special areas of experience and expertise as senior intelligence o
advisers to the policy community. The issucs they should under-
take or be called upon to examine and the nature of their partici-
pation obviously call for discrimination. The value of their "
contribution will stem from their unique of portunity to form
considered judgments and to maintain cool objectivity; indis-
criminate participation in every policy discussion is likely to e
crode both of these precious attributes to the point where they
are just one more group in Washington living by its wits in an
atmosphere of advocacy and passion. e
The recent reorganization of the intelligen:ce community pro-
vides an opportunity to increase the prestige #nd the influence of
an Estimates Board. The Director of Centr:l Intelligence has v
been relieved of his day-to-day responsibilities for running the
Central Intelligence Agency and has been given greater authority
over all the government’s intclligence services. The Director in "
his new role will nced a strong, knowledgezble policy support
staff experienced in extracting, digesting and using the informa-
tion and analysis available throughout the intelligence com- i
munity. One way of meceting this nced would be to provide the
Director with a senior personal staff which would work closely
on issues under consideration in high policy councils and repre- &
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phasis to intelligence judgments wou ¢ to remove the esti-
mating responsibility from the Central Intclligence Agency and
place it within the National Security Council structure. In
essence, this would expand the role of the new Net Assessments
Staff created by the recent reorganization. Broad political and
economic judgments as well as more quantitative assessments of
the strategic balance could then be channeled directly into policy
forums. Such a move would also give the estimators a more sen-
sitive feel for policies under consideration. Close association
with the policy element of the National Security Council would
pérmit an Estimates Board to initiate intelligence analyses and
estimates that would squarely confront national security issues
in their early stages of review. Under these cirmumstances, esti-
mates would be more relevant as well as more influential.

But what about objectivity, the quality that has distinguished.

the estimates over the years? The risk of sacrificing this in the
quest for influence cannot be dismissed lightly. Obviously the ob-
jectivity-influence trade-off must be closely examined before
giving the National Security Council ultimate responsibility in
making intelligence judgments. On the assumption that the ob-
jectivity issue can be resolved, direct access to an Estimates Board
by the President’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs
and, on occasion, the President himself, would make available
what every President since Truman has said he wanted, but
what none of them has been able to obtain on a routine basis—
the best possible first-hand intelligence judgments on critical
international problems.

A move of this kind would obviously involve consequential
changes in organization and philosophy within Washington’s
intelligence and policy hierarchies. It would also add to the in-
fluence on foreign policy exerted by the White House—an influ-
ence already a matter of congressional criticism and State De-
partment concern. But, the price would appear tolerable if a
more thoughtful and prudent approach to the world was the
result.

1¢Memoirs of Harry § Truman” New York: Doubleday, 1958.

2 ONE has since been removed from the Intelligence Directorate of the CIA and novwr
nperates under the Office of the Director.

8 During the Cuban missile crisis, for example, the President’s “Exccutive Committee”

requested several estimates.
- 4Lyndon Baines Johnson, “The Vantage Point: Perspectives on the Presidency, 1963-
1969.” New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, 1971,

. B T}.w Yi?tnam estimate of August 1954 was by no means the first example of this kind
of (')b;ecnvxty;.many estimates on East Asia written during the 19508 went squarely
against the policy inclinations of the time. ‘

6 0p, cit., p. 151,

7 Sherman Kent, “Estimates and Influence,” Foreign Service Journal, April 1969, p. 16
4 . , p. 16,
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FOREIGH POLICY, PUBLIC OPINION
- AND SECR “(ﬁ’

By Nicholas deB. Katzeubach

\ " ‘Y" FHAT foreign policy will arise from the ashes of Water-
\ \/ gate-—and how it can gain that public consensus without

which no foreign policy can hope to succeed-—are ques-
tions we need to addxcs; now. Drift, debate, division are the in-
evitable aftermath of recentev ents; and it will take time and lead-
ership—Dboth in short supply-—to discover, to create and to build
upon a viable consensus,

The problem, of course, is not simply Watergate—though the
destruction of plhbldﬁ.l]tlnl Imdcuhxp and credibility and the
confrontation of Iixccutive and Congress which have accom-
panied that disaster would be problems LI]()U”h What adds in-
finitely to those difficulties is the clear connection between the
sordid revelations of Watergate and the conduct of the Indo-
china War (at home and abroad), which in turn is related to the
sometime excesses of a forelg_rn policy too oriented to cold-war
concepts of “national security.” The relationship is neither acci-
dental nor coincidental, and it is nnpoxt'tm to the future of our
forcign policy to understand why this is so.

I have come to this conclusion with considerable reluctance for
two reasons: First, T would feel personally more comfortable if
all that is associated with Watergate could be blamed on Pres-
ident Nixon—if the lawless and totalitarian overtones of his ad-
ministration could be seen as purely aberrational, without roots
in the past. To a large degree 1 think they are, bm unhappily
they are not so IO()I]L\b as I would wish.

Sccond, I can give no support either to Fenry Kissinger, who
unduxmn(mbh would like to segregate Watergate from th( real
need to consolidate and perhaps even institutionalize the Nixon
administration’s productive advances in moderating our relations

5

with the Soviet Union and China; or, at the opposite extrenie, to
the revisionists who rewrite the history of posi-\World War T1
forcign policy in wavs which adjust the past to their present and
futurc preferences. We have to 00 1]11()11”11 a difficult period if
Awve are to build, as we must, on a solid basis of popular support
for our forcign policy, and the cssentials of that task arc candor
and honcesty.

‘I'he thesis of this article is simple . Our foreign policy must be
based or policy and factual premives which are ALuptLd by the
overwhelniing majerity of the American people. "T'his means that
this President or his successor must reestablish the credibifity of
that ofitees that there must be broad supportin the Congress and
in the press and public Tor the policy he seelis o forward, and
virtualhy total contidence that theve, s no manipulation of facts
to preve the wisdom of that policy or, which mav often be the

same thing, the honest commutment of his administration to it
Today- when confidence in the honesty and integrity of both ihe
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UL Canzy bave o modiiy or abandon toreign policy objec-
tives supperted by many o arrive at a =atis ctory level of public
Approvdd!For Reledse! zmb4/o31251 1 IGIA-RDP80MO113RA001008040005:9¢
hope to succeed in anv forcimm policv, however modest it may
be by (t()m]mrisnn with eithier the recent sast or the somewhat
lesser role which the United Stetes miol s fegitimately be ex-
pected to piay in the future.

- It

In foreign policy there is no substitute for presidential leader-
ship in formulating and adininistering o r forcign affairs. To
say thisis not o denigrate the role of cither Congress or the pub-
lic. The President needs support in botheqe irters, and | if, despite
his considerable power, he cannot achieve it, then he muast trim
his objectives to those which will be supported. Tn the past this
basic fact of democracy has undoubtedly re irained and inhibited
Presidents from acting in civcumstances +here later judgment
would have supported the wisdom of doi: - so; the experience
of President Roosevelt between the 1937 ¢ rarantine speech and
the 1940 clection was a classic and bitter r ocxample to men and
women then forming their views. Indeed, this unhappv restraint
may well have been a factor in the subzequ ont assertion of pres-
idential prerogatives, with the result ther no President since
Truman has felt similarly restrained.

Atany rate, the pendulum has now swun + back. Tn recent his-
tory—cspecially i regard to Victnam ard related events in
Southeast Asia-—the eficct of broadiv held sublic views on our
foreign pelicy has been very great indeed. This is hordhv sur-
prising. Concern for our pational safetv a d independence are
bound to be strong in timies of crisic. The in ‘uence on the public
of a sense of extremely large and unneces-ary costs in human
Iives, or dollars, or risks of cven more ma sive future involve-
ment,as almostas great. One should hardly ¢ pect these powerful
sources of public motivation, chanacled at anv given time into
particularly widely held attitudes about th outside world and
our relatonswith it to be anything less than o major determinant
of foreign policy in a democratic SOCIELY,

Ihcm is nothing subversive about all th < - although it muay
‘ppearso toa President mnrouwln\ comnut:d to the importance
and rightness of a particular course of acti n. Vocal and wide-
spread dissent may casily frustrate his polirv: damage our na-
tional security as he perceives ir; <(~\'cn-]v mit his capacity o
fead; and encourage the view that such oprosition is truly suh-
versive, the work of our enemics, and sor cthing o fear and
cven seek 1o repress,

Yet in fact the expresion of dissent, ho ever vocativ vehe-
ment, s fundamental o the functicaing of o ¢ democracy, The o
1r>‘p'.'.1n91lllc tor the creciion and execution o our forcion nolioy
must be responsive to public atttsies wond ¢ nnot seek o repress
dissent and diseorcement, conceal the truih rom the punlic, or
violate the Jetter and o spirit of the Cons totion, There is no
Ceouniry T whose tnterestathoy serve apart from the peopte of the
United Steiess Phere cre no Sinterests” ot thal country 'p‘ut
from the fnteresis of it citizens, However d dhoult nd u)m} TR
ot foreron police mav ey there 1s no Deens e 1

' M1
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mandates of the Constitution or the constraints of public views,
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plex problem can be freed from the same constraints.

All of this ought to be self-evident. That it is not---or, at leas,
that Presidents, and especially the present Administration, do nog
appear to acceptitin fact--is the product of history, of the prob-
lems of a relatively open foreign policy, and finally of the
rationalizations for scerecy, deception and unrestrained presi-
dential Jeadership which have resulted from our conduct and
national attitudes during the cold war.

First, throughout most of our history the American people

have had little concern with forcign poliev: there has been no

continuing, everyday, costly involvement in relations with other
nations. Apart from two world wars, foreign policy had little

cffect on our daily lives, With the notable and important excep-

tion of its negative role between those wars, Congress had little
involvement and little interest.

Continuing and widespread public concern over our relations
with other countries is really a phenomenon of the last 25 years.
Measured in terms of even our relatively short history as a nation,
we have not had much time to gain experience or adjust our po-
litical institutions to this new state of affairs. .

Second, we were thrust into world affairs after World War 1T
in an atmosphere of continuing crisis and virtually total responsi-
bility for the future and well-being of the non-Communist world.
We perceived the Soviet Union and its satellites as a major threat
to our values, our national sccurity and the continuing existence
of a “free world"—and hence to our own national survival. In
general, with disagreement only in degree, this view has pre-
vailed until very recently. Tt may have been painting interna-
tional affairs with too broad a brush, but T do not think it was
cssentially wrong, and I believe that the forcign policy which
cvolved from this thesis was by and large successful until 1905,
even in cascs where its stated premises were questionable.

As a touchstone of domestic politics, this policy had its vices
as well as one great virtue--the capacity to unify Americans be-
hind an expensive, tough, far-flung foreign policy. The Truman
Doctrine, the Narshall Plan, the rehabilitation of West Ger-
many and Japan, NATO, the Common Market, military assis-
tance, Point Four and cconomic assistance to develeping nations,
cven our Latin American programs—-many of them policies of
high humanitarian content and internal motivation—-all were
justified, to Congress especially, in terms of national sccurity re-
lated to the threat of world communism backed and encouraged
by the Sovier Union,

The vices of this policy—of what became a bloated concept of
national securitv-—have been that it has tended not only to over-
extend our national commitnents bur to inhibit public debate
and understanding of the complex world in which forcign policy
ie made and exccuted. Tt hing, of necessity, given a MAjor voicee in
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s vears there has been a tendency o cquate dizaent or
criticism with disl Tovalty, with subversion, voth being @ Com:
munist “dupe.” (‘h\‘irmsi_\ this i PlLb:l()h ‘)r Hissent reached 1t
peal after the “loss™ of China and during he era of the late
Senator Joseph MceCarthve But appearing t0 follow the Com-
munist line has been a politice] rivk for critos during most of
this period. And, again bcm'lw of s “nationa security’ preimise.
the policy has bre i a I st of questionable poactices releting to
sccurity clearances, systems of classificavon o information, lists
of subversive or mmzat:on& and inw)pm‘r by ccurity agents into
the background, beliefs and associations of 1hany citizens, It is
not too long a step from security practices of t 1c past to the ridic-
ulous belicfs of the Watergate “plumbers” ind their creators,
and to the acts they sought to justify in the n - me of national se-
curity. Indeed—and T think this is a major pa t of the problem——
very litile of the protest activity associated w.th Vietnam would
have been tolerated in the 19z0s, and repress ve measures might
well have been accepted by the gereral pub! ¢ not so long ago.

,.s SYEd'Fo fheﬁgégéliooz;mz/yéuem RbbdoNo 1135406} éeadawds 9
¢ past
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But I think the most dangerous part of ou- foreign policy of .
containment of communism has been the ext nt to whiclh it has
made our Presidents prisoners of popular po itical passion. Any
forcign policy——and certainly one as global a- that of the United
States—involves inevitable trade-offs among e various costs we
must pay for our sccurity and well-bieing. Some mix of dollar
costs, lives, nuclear risks, and risks because of changing alle-
giances of governments and populations is the {aily grucl of thosce
who seck to decide. Dollar costs can be reduced by a policy of
massive retaliation, accenting increased nucle or risks, Both costs
and nuclear risks can be reduced if we are wi ling to tolerate the
loss of various allies or of influence in countr ws of marginal im-
portance to us. But costs there will be, and trac-offs will continue
to be the grist of our foreign policy. Yet the punlic has never been
madc aware of this central fact—and on]\ aftcr the price of Viet-
nzm became so totally unacceptable have mar v become avrare of
the costs implicit in our foreign poliey as it as stretched down
the years and over space from its origin in tl ¢ time of the Tru-
man Poctrine.

Thus, since China and the NcCarthy after nath, no President
hizs been politically willing to question the bosic objective of no
los of territory to Communist rezimes--to ac it that such an ob-
joctive canaoi be absolute and thet icmav i e c_‘;c:esn\'cr ISR
of maclcnr war or uaacceptrhle coste of Tnndt Dwar (asacdid in
the end in Vietmam and migho veell have dos i Korea o well).
Acceptine that objective as all-controlline v have proteeted it
by cor cconomic and military 2id progiane by our sysiems of
allionces, and o a limited dosree by covert retivities. Ve have
s dominoes not rwl\.' in Sovitheast Asia and o Greeee end Fure
oo, bt alsoin Afvica and Toove Americe. Yo have hopd that
vwoo cowld deter and prevent fowss of teriito vy by oshonmg up
fricndiv reoimes, aivine thom (romilitay s to prevent sub-

continusd
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We have not been able to be selective in the process—as we

ABIOUh Y sediudlelbtalosiss (LiA-RppEoNiGt 1sanduanstissonslo

1 y cnsis than by purpose or policy; wherever the danger
of Communist takc-over existed, there went the dollars and
the arms.

Again 1 do not suggest that, in the reality, this fire-fighting
principle was cither all good or all bad. T do suggest that it was
motivated as much by the fear of the domestic political conse-
quences of any “loss of territory” to cormmunism as it was by seri-
ous sccurity calculations. Tegitimate concerns about Soviet ex-
pansionism and subversion were converted, after China and the
Korean War, into domestic political fears of the consequences of
4’ Communist takez=over in Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Gua-
temala, Chile, the Congo, Tanzania, Tran, Victnam, Laos—the
list gocs on and on. Since the Communist techniques of subver-
sion, assistance to revolutionary groups, propaganda and exploita-
tion of legitimate complaints have been extremely difiicult to
thwart or deflect by traditional diplomacy, we have often been
forced, for better or worse, to give overt cconomic and military
aid to repressive regimes. Worse yet, we have had to resort to co-
vert means to blunt revolutionary movements aided and abetted
by covert Soviet (and Chinese) funds and assistance. We have
been forced to deny publicly-—almost by definition—the covert
assistance, and to defend the overt aid in terms of some threat to
our national sccurity-—or worse, the democratic aspirations of
dictators. Since the threat was often less than obvious-—probably
based on the assumption (not entirely unrealistic during the carly
part of the cold war) that Communist governments were totally
subservient to Moscow-—we reénforced by our words and actions
the concept that any “loss of territory” anywhere was a potential
threat to the United States. Ivervthing we did tended to confirm
the common perception that any adverse result was a disaster {or
the United States—thus making it a serions potential political
disaster to the Administration that let it happen.

My purpose here is not to seek to disentangle the real from the
imagined. Ny point is that no effort to do so was politically pos-
sible. Every President felt threatened by any Communist success
anywhere, and took steps—some, at least, excessive in retrospect
——to Insure that the blame was not his. He operated in a climate
of opinion where to be “soft on communism”-—to lose anvivhere,
any time—was a serious blow to his status at home. And Pres-
idents acted accordingly.

I have said that Presidents became the prisoners of the cold-
war view of politics, even though cach also contributed to it. The
general public and congressional perception of the cold war—
and, incidentally, of an exagrerated American power to intluence
and control cvents-—made 1t virtually impossible for any Pres-
ident to be candid about the costs and rigks of our foreion policy.
The “Chinasyndrome™ - the aftermath of Joe MeCarthyv-—-meant
politically that it was casier to accept the premise of “no Joss of
territory™ in the hope that his Presidency would not be called to
account than to attempt to gain public and congressional accep-
tance that the premise michtinvolve unacceptable risks and costs.
‘Fhere was no hope- - perhinps no time without crisis - for a public
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MCDLLW HLTE 19hos aboul the prenuses of “he 19s0s, Could Pres-
ident Tohnson have permitted a Connme st take-over in the

Approtad Fof RelBase 2004/08/25 A CiA-RDPEOM01133A00/1000040005-9.

gard “friendly reoimes™ as lmportant ¢ «urh to our forcign
policy to warrant military intervention© \Was the American
public prepared for such a statement? Ard was it, on the other
biand, prepared for the costs which Viets 'm demanded ?

- J\I

Inasense, all of this political cxposition s prelude to the major
poing of secreey. But it is, 1 belicve, trem ndously important to
the understanding of why we are where wi are,

In our political svstem the President enj ve—or suffers—enor-
~mous advantages of leadership. Flis is an ¢ tremely ditlicult role
to share, and to a considerable extent the ad vantages interact with
the problems, one upon the other, to cripple the political system.
His principal advantage is that the general Hublic—even the best-
informed public—views the world beyon ' our borders as con-
fusing and dangerous. In the mass of information that flows to
us cach day, it is harder and harder to te!l the players and the
tcams without a program.

To the extent that the average citizen is confused, he tends to
place his trust in the President and in the e wperts. The fecling of
danger—reduced and diffuse today but stil! very much present—
brings with it a strong sense of the necessity for teamwork under
a united leadership. And so the President operates from a pro-
tected position behind the high wall of :hic public’s desire to
delegate trust to one man-——a wall built, on the one hand of feel-
ings of danger and confusion, and, on the ther, of the fact that
the President, as our nationally elected 'eader and our “sole
voice” in foreign afiairs, is the natural reci-icnt of that trust. An
opponent who would attack the President's leadership must first
convince the public to endure the feelings of danger and uncer-
tainty that come when trust and confidenc: are taken from the
President. And that is a risky political endeavor.

Unfortunately, Presidents are inclined te think this blind trust
in their wisdom is wholly justified. Fa ving almost sole access to
the full range of classified information and sNpert opinion, Pres-
idents are tempted to think that the opinions of Congressmen,
academics, journalists and the public at I'rge are, alimost un-
avoidably, inadcquatelv informed. Tt is too -asy to conclude that
the opinions of others lack essential knowle loe and that unequal
information and uncqual background make their views less in-
portant. The subtle insighis of specialists ¢~ elassified pieces of
information are often cecorded a totelly andeserved attention
and fmportance in comparison to mo; e wolely shared insights
and knowledge,

Al this reduces the poittically healthy focling of heing con-
stramned by the disarrecmicnt of manv of cae's peers. But that
might net be particularly serions if the Preo Sont and the cxecu-
tive branch were bins-free and sineleanind 1 in their desire 1o
produce reselts representine the Jon-run preferences of the
Anericon polidic, Unfortunately, neither of these conditions s
NEely o prove true.,

P'resident.-
10p0040005-9

For there are l)i:z::(‘:i Buatle thio e ;H--‘itiu of the .-
‘ Ttues
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rom e needs of the country as pereeived by others, For one
thing, the very factors which yed uce the value of (he ()Binioo.' )
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of basic values. There is o tendency to assume that such funda-
mentals as the amount of dollar cost the public will bear to reduce
nuclear risks, or the loss of lives that we will bear to avoid a par-
ticularly offensive weapon, are technieal decisions for experts—-
although these decisions plainly involve only valuc judements,
not specialized knowleduoe, once the choices are fairly laid out.

The problem is further complicated by the fact that Presidents
in recent years have become increasingly enamored of their role
on the stage of world aff2irs and are Likely to resist a more lim-
ited role even if the public were to assign it to them. Presidents
want to sccure an honored place in history and feel that the scope
of American power, prestige and influence is a crucial aspect of
a historian’s memory of their terms of office, This can be a heady
business. I't is compounded by the relative freedom that the res-
ident has in foreign affairs-—-{recdom from annoying congres-
sional restraints and frecdom based on the generalized need of
the public for unitary leadership in times of danger. Tt would be
going' too far to say that a President welcomes a Cuban missile
crisis or a Six-Day War in the Middle Fast, But it would not be
going too far to say that the Presidency thrives upon it, as the
Nixon Presidency has thrived on his televised visits to China and
Russia.

All of these pressures make a relatively retiring presidential
role less likely whatever the public interest. When they lead a
President to costly or risky policies with which much of the pub-
lic cannot identify jts interests, or which seem to exceed the dis-
cretion required by the danger, these biases can cause the Pres-
ident to lose that basis of p;qvulnr'su;)pQMW:oxl\VhicllI]cxleccssarily
relics. _

Over the years, then, we have moved farther and farther away
from the basic premises of our democratic political system to pur
important decisions on forcign policy in the hands of the Pres-
ident and, in cffect, to charge him with its successful adininistra-
tion. Qur almost total reliance on the President’s leadership and
accountability; the felt need to (irht insurgency with counterin-
surgency, often secretly; our unwillingness to test foreign policy
initiatives in the ways in which we test domestic policy proposals
~—through debate and discussion; the appeal of “national sceur-
1y as suflicient justification for g vague and extensive {oreign
policy;and, most of all, the fear of the President that his political
popularity, his place in history and his capacity tolead all depend
on not h:l\'ing another China, or Cuba, or other major loss to com-
munism -—-all these considerations tempta President to go it alone
1 the hope that e policy will succeed. The lemptation to et
the end justify the means e clearly present, even if the means re-
quires dissembling or misteading the Congress and the American
people. Such conduct can, in the cnvironnient of the recent past,
be rationalized ay pecessary o maintain that secreey on which
success dependss And, after all, i s unlilicly thar the President's
honesty and good 1aith will be brought chicctively hnto question
1 the policy s successiul,

The Bay of s debacle o

0

- by f
'I'hAppraved For, Bﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁ%%goﬂ?ﬁ onecan expectto launch a covert
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attack on a neichboring country in total sevrec scems patently g
" INpFbvdd F of RéIcHEE 200410 325! CCTARBPBOMb1133K061300¢40005-9 °.
Presidents Fisenhower and Kennedy must hao - assumed, hirst '
that the public would not require a political @ vounting of the
authority of the President 1o act in sceret with i formal Con-
grressional authorization or knowledoe: second, hat total {olure
of the operation was improbabic, and that the scoreey essential
t0 its success could be maintained for a sufircrer - length of time.

And 1 suspeet that President Kennedy, despite ©0s obvious reser-

vations about the whaole plan, was extremely re uctant as the n-
coming President to cancel a project initiated § v his prestizious

predecessor in view of the domestic political risk which that N
would 1nvolve,

The significant aspect of this incident is the fo ot that President -
Kennedy's mea culpa related to the failure of ihie mission, and "
the later investieation into how the President ¢ uld be so misin-
formed. He felt no need 1o apologize for unde iaking so cxten- -
sive a covert activity on presidential authority lonc.

Was the Bay of Pigsdificrent in kind or quali + from the cecret
bombing of Cambodia (and falsification of recc ~ds) at President -
Nixon's direction? True, in the first case there v oas complete can-
dor after the event, but in both cases the elemer tof total scerecy
was overriding at the time of action, because 10 appeared neces- -
sary to achicve what the President (and many others) regarded
as legitimate forcign policy objectives. But, ho ever justificd by
such necessity, secrecy destroys our democrath process when it .

also deceives the American public on importa -t and controver-
s1al matrers. ,
There have, of course, been other covert o crations, though -
perhaps none so extensive as these, Operations 1 Laos and Phai-
land were more or fess open seerets, better know : to Congress and
the press than some recent outbursts would sug est. But noncthe- -
Jess all such operations raise the question of how 1ar the President
can gro it alene, and especially when the operivuons themsvlves
have no formal congressional sapction and are minown to ——and i
undiscussable bv—the general public.
The war in Victnam has raised still deep r questions. Be-
tween 1961 and 1904 our operations in Vietna o through “mili- #
tary advisers” were, at most, partially cov rt. The fact of
their number was known, and their roles or v modesthv con-
cealed. As the operation grew and the possibilit, of more massive ¥
intervention became clearer—and, I am conv:aced, well before
he hind made up his own mind how far he v ould intervene—
President Johnson did o to the Congress fo authority in the o
form of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. Fhe forrn, at feast, was ob-
served, thoush unhappily in part ag a polrical respopse to dena-
tor Goldseates s postton in the 1900 canmpargl i
Yot I canot, in reirospect, square the Vet o Waer with my
conceptof domocrate government What Fres dent Jolinson did
not do, when he had made up his muind o g0 was to lay out "
{oiriv and fronkly for Congress and the Aworean people the
chofces facing vs, the vishs we veere toline, ane the peisibie cons
securnees of cuyntervention, Flis folure o d o ded in vae end w
directy o anacle upon his credihility vnd oo serious ero jon of
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And, of course, as the war unfolded, Jack of candor was com-
younded by miscaloabuions ghat d aroshie nbi: +660640608:
e Releick abogioatas Vo s ghidola kbt dbedodos:
the Administration reflected to the President a degree of opti-
mism which turned out to be totally unwarranted, and it was that
optimism which the President in turn conveyed o the Congress
and the public and which so destroved his eredibilitv. ‘The voices
of caution and doubt were not believed by the President, and
were not, therefore, rveflected i public statements. Added to
what turned out to be miscalculation based on wishful thinking
was the concern the President felr about unleashing the more
militant forces epitomized in the 1964 presidential campaign by
Goldwater and General LeMay. Mr. Johnson did not want he
war, felt he could not let Vietnam go without overt military
assistance, and was genuinely concerned about jts potenitial for
expansion. Once committed, he saw no retreat without (0o great
a loss of prestige both at home and abroad. .

In 1965 I have no doubt the public and the Congress would
have overwhelmingly accepted and supperted our intervention
in Vietnam, and that any alternative (harsher or softer) course,
as I am sure President Johuson knew, would have badly divided
the country. There was in 1945 no basic contrary view; virtually
no onc of any political weight was avowedly prepared to accept
the collapse of the non-Communist government in South Viet-
nam. In these circumistances it would have been difiicult for
Mr. Johnson to have volunteered all the risks potentially in-
volved, to have prepared the American people for the worst, His
primary political interest was the Great Socicty—not Vietnam-——
and his political compromise was to downplay Vietnam in the
hope that guns and butter were both possible. In retrospect he
should have encouraged a Great Debate; had he known his worst
fcars would be realized, he undoubtediy would have, Yet the
harsh fact is he did not, and that he did notimportantly narrowed
his future options. '

Then, as the war dragged on, and as-opposition to it became
increasingly vocal, the Administration’s motivation subtly
changed. It saw the opposition as making an alrcady diflicult
task more diflicult; as stiffening the resolve of the enemv; as
making the scarch for an honorable peace infinitely more compli-
cated. Information withheld, promulgated half-truths, prop-
agandizing the good news-—all of which were to a degree mis-
leading—were now justified by the necessity to minimize the
degree of opposition so that peace could be more rapidly
achieved. And so the credibility gap widened farther, and trust
and confidence croded faster. Tronicaily, the fact that the state-
ments of the government were less and less believed probably
gave the domestic opposition a strengih 1t never could otherwise
have achieved.

Mr. Nivon— prior to Watergate-- recouped some credibility
for the Presidency, Tie did not, however, do so by frankness and
candor. His teehnigue was 1o reduce the levels of U, 8, troops
and casualtices; 1o seck 10 focus atiention o other
his China initintive; and 10 condnur 9 disseihle .

©

natters by
3

na to pe-
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;:.f,-\‘.u us cceming disdain for congressio al views, and his
moving the conter of decisions and oporati ns from the Stae
Department to the White House all have tended to reduce
public discussion and, consequently, public pposition. And o
a completely ui\ji‘cx‘vdcn’vd degree he has corducted his toreign
policy sceretiv. He regained considerable tru - and confidence in
the Presidency. not because his statements o« ere believed, but
because many of those naturaliy in political oppo»m')h crudg-
ingly admired the initdatives toward China  nd Russia and re-
mcctcd the brilliance and competence of Mr Ki issinger.

" Unhappily, sccreey in foreign affairs— and oartlcularlv in the
'ltmmphcrg we have lived in for the past g vears—i1s casily

ationalized. Yet the reasons seldom have m ich to do vith the
rattonalizations. In recent vears, at least, the roal motive has been

precisely to avoid the dithiculties mhcrult in cur political systein

and hopefully to present the public with triur ohant faits accom-
plis. What initially stenuned largely from confrontation be-
tween a growing vocal minority in Congress and the Pres-
ident, as well as increasing public demon ra 1tions, was con-
\'Cl'[Cd into constitutional principle by Mr. Nixon. In his Ad-

ministration, neither the Congress nor the public has been
mformed qlwout foreign aflairs except at a ‘evel of hizh gen-
crality, and even then without the opportu: itv for discussion.

Indeed, not even the burcaucracy has been con alted or informed.
And t}m in turn has led to a failure to consul vith, and inform,
our allies abroad, culminating in the insult tc the Japanese \\xth
respect to the chm;;c in our China policy.

Thus, even without Watergate, personal di lomacy conducted
in seeret, without public understanding or solid institutional
foundation within the government, should : nw be insuificient
basis for a viable foreign policv. And if, as | selieve, Wetergate
has destroyed confidence in the Presider 1's credibility, much
more 1s now needed,

1%
What must be done todav to put our forcigi policy on o viable
basis is, first, to promote discussion suflicient - establish the do-
BESHC CONSCsUS necessary to gain acceptane for, and support

of, our foreign initiatives. We stand as a ba Iv divided nation
.md we face some very tough probiems Seoond, we must re-

store confidence in the integrity of the Preside ov, The Congriess

d the people need to believe what the Acministration savs.

an
Both of these objectives mivan dramatic change in lhc style of the
Presidency in foreion affairs,

i ‘\ou1 pronose the follovwiag chances

(1) The President must indicate that he noods and wants the
support and J"u'lici['\nti(m of Congress and the public in “ormu-

i:k.n'r his foreten pohiev, e must welcome public dxs;'ufci()x*
and criticizin of bir proporabe, Clearly, e mas 1o the oo Eing,

114' Miust pl‘u\':d«;: ihe leadership, But he and 1is px".m ipal assise

tents must be far more willize than i the rec ot past to Loy out
Qs Iy

1A oneyess o tins fashron ¢ Spte Cengres:
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sional protestations to the contrary, as much a problem for the
Bpproved Fof Reléasé 20040325/ 1CIARDR8OMA 1133A001000040005-9
members of Congress find Tittle political profit with their con-
stituents in foreign affairs and in accepting the compromiscs
neeessarily involved. The role of critic after the fact is often
more politically rewarding than that of a constructive partict-
pant. 1t.is casy for opposition—especially in the Congress—to
center around short-term considerations rather than long-term
policics, to make appeals to national pride, to criticize almost
any negotiation on the grounds that the Administration gave
aveay too much in the mutual bargaining. The record of Congress
on many forcign policy issuecs, usually in the form of amend-
ments to foreign aid bills, is {ar from a distinguished one; and
the temptation of the Ixecutive to interpret away crippling
amendments to its foreign policy has served to create still another
tear in the fabric of constitutional government.

Secrecy in forcign affairs is not, therefore, a one-way strect
born of presidential ambition for power. Too often it suits con-
gressional politics quite well—particularly in the House of
Representatives, with its biennial elections. The temptation in
both partics is to let the President assume responsibility, and to
let future cvents determine the length of his coattails.

Nor is a compromisc approach——sccret consultations with
relevant congressional committees and leaderships—much of an
answer. If the issue is sufficiently controversial, there will be
“leaks” to the press. 1T it is not—and cspecially if the matter is
likely to become public knowledge in the near future—I do not
think secret consultation serves much purpose. As for special
“watchdog committees,” they have generally done more “dog-
ging” than “watching.” Members of Congress feel totally depend-
ent on the information secretly provided by the ;\dminiszration;
they arc inhibited by national seeurity considerations in taking
their case to the public; they fear the political risk of frustrating
executive action on matiers they do not thoroughly understand
and about which thev have no independent information.

1 do not wish to put aside totally the wisdom of such consulta-
tions and special committees: 1 only wish to note that they should
be used rarely and resisied on both sides as an adequate substitute
for a more open process of congressional oversight and decision-
making. 1f the policy in question fails, the fact of this kind of
congressional consultation may create as many problems as it
solves. Rarely will the members of Congress fecl a truly shared
responsibility. And the efforts to put them in this position may
casily result in reeriminations about the nature and quality of the
information provided.

No, today there can e no substitute for a general rule of open-
ness with the Congress. Congress imust become traly involved in
decisions and programs for action. and it must be told what the
problems are, what the apparent options for action are, and why
the Bxecutive has come forvward with particular proposals, 14, in
the process, nations chroad come (0 know somaewhat more shout
theway an Adiministraton’s mind is working, b think the price- -
ot that cininenthy worth paving,

{(2) Tt folows thot the principal makers of foreion policy de- et -
¢ iA'p‘pmwgdglenReleas_e-20()4/@343@ r(ClAﬁDP‘&p(Mgm;id&Ardlm ?0994 )005-9 Smtivner
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T prosidential assistants participate in the frar ong and exceu-
il
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sing e has done, they must be exposee
tny, and fully available to the Congress \Htlm»t .Ll sierfupe or
ihe use of devious methods.

1 cAde

{3) We should abandon publicly all coverl operations des

y 1t1 SR
sioned to influence political resutts forcign ¢ountrics. opeit
ically, there should be no secret subaidics of police or counicr-

imsurcency forces, no cfforts o influence ele tons, no seeret
“monctary subsidics of rroups svinpathetic to o L nited Siat
whether governmental, nongovernmental or 1 colutiopary.

e gathering of

should confine our covert aclivitics overseas to ¢

mtelligence information. )

1 come to this conclusion with some relucta e, because 1 a
few instances such activities have been levitinate and us cful
But T believe the impossibility of controlling -seret activities—
and the public’s apprehension about them---ouvnweigh the losses
which will be sustained. Much of this activit, was phased out
under Kennnedy and Johnson, and 1 think the rest can go.

(1) We must minimize the role of sceret intormation in for-
cign policy.

Many Presidents have sought to tinker with the present classi-
fication and declassification system, conscious that the tendency
to reclassify and to spawn classified files has bren out of contiol
for years. 1f public proof of that fact were necessary, the Penta-
gon Papers and the ensuing trial provided it. o211 the documents
involved carried high security classification, yoi there was little
evidence that any related importantly anv losger to “natienal
defense”’—the test required by the major provision of law under
which the trial was held. On the contrary, the ¢ was at the tral
much expert testimony that none did rclatc i aportantly to the
“pational defense,” and a determined and porsuasive defense
argument that little of the factual informatio provided in the
mass of documents was in fact new. What mad  the release news-
worthy was less its content thun its voveuristic appeal—the rela-
tively rare public exposure of governmental processes to the pub-
lic eve.

Prior efforts to revise the svstem have not vorked, primanly
because in no instance has major surgery beer wried. Classiiers
have mixed the desire to keep ifnformation um fidenual and
“closely held” for whatever reason, good or bod, with informa-
tion actually affectine the “national defense.” " o do thisis a per-
version of the law. Perhaps worse, it 1s a pernversion of the pro-
cesses of covernment, becanre it dees not force officials to con-
sider honestly the reasons for confidentinlay ¢ the relevant time
frame. And the fact of cross overclassibicatior tends, 1 turn, 10
destroy the svstem aselr.

Prior to the Waterrate exposures, the Nixen administreiion
had presented to the Congress propasaly to co iy the classiiica-
tion system and o mebe disclosure of classited information a
crimvinal oficnse in el with the validity o the elassiboaton
inocourt, Toassuime thay, oo the present ol

pate, ony such feosbaton todesd  and rrghitdy cos Whide the daw

not open to challenee

wnderavhieh Mo Bl bero swas tned s erede, o essential entenia

Approved For Release 2004103135 1 CIARDPSOMO1 1334004 000040605-9

ed
el

L

L2

e
[

t

s



TeremevaaM O ML O B GATHLIC THC nabiona) interest—seem
to m¢ those that should prevail in this country for purposcs for
At any rate, this 1s and will remain the law--and T believe
that the classification svstem within the evecutive branch should
now conform to it. Essentially, the extremely strict internal pro-
cedures of a full-scale classification system, and the threat of
criminal sanctions for its deliberate breach, should now be
coextensive with the lavw—while sl cmphatically leaving to
the courts in any prosecution the testing of the validity of the
excecutive classification as well as the question of intent.

What exactly would be covered by such a restricted classifica-
tion system, limited to matiers affccting the ‘national defenserp
Exdmples would be CIA and DIA intclligence material on
forcign military capabilitics, troop dispositions, missile place-
ments, and weapons development; and defense and AEC infor-
Mation on our own weapons systems, future technological devel-
opments, curreat strength and disposition, mobilization esti-
mates, and military plans to the extent such information is not
already in the public domain. Even such a drastic cutback as this

will result in some overclassification. But it should be more work- .

ablc than the present morass.

1 do not propose that all other information be made public or
cven generally available, I simply suggest that it not be classified
as “national defense” information, carrving such exotic labels as
“Top Seccret” or “Cosmic Top Secret” or the like. I have no
problem with limiting distribution within the burcaucracy of
information which is pohitically “sensitive,” or with general rules
concerning the confidentiality of discussions with forcign diplo-
mats, ambassadorial or other burcaucratic recommendations as to
policy, or personal or nvestigative records. (Tn the case of diplo-
matic exchanges, such common-sense rules long antedate the
bostwar expansion of classification.) Frankly, 1 think we can
rely on the good sense of burcaucrats to keep confidential what
should be confidential most of the time, without emploving
bloated concepts of national secu rity to do so. 1 know this worked
in the past within the Department of Justice and T see no reason
why it should not work elsewhere.

(5) Classification will not stop leaks anvhow. What mini-,

mizes these is loyvalty to supceriors, based not so much on agree-
ment with poliey as on respect for their fairness, integrity and
epenness to recommendations and ideas, A part of the new style
of operation must be far greater openness within the executive
brainch itself. A1 Presidents fear becoming the prisoners of the
governmental burcaucracy, and @1l Presidents have a healthy
distrust of burcaucratic expertise. It is good that they should
seckadvice elsevheie and that departmental recommendations
should be tested in various wavsoincluding the competition of
agencies and the fnerplay between full-time professional oilicers
and these who enter government under pelitical auspices. But to
attempt to byvpass the bureauerzey has heavy costs not onlv in the
very Uleaks™ o owhich 1 have just seferred, but above all in the
failure o understand policy, 1o adiminister i cffectively, (o ex-
plam it other constituencics ar the appropriate time, and often

to make decisions with full awareness of their consequences
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pubtic ynvalvement i {ormaulaling our nopolICy seems
me not only right but nearly inevitable. There  re two reasons
for this:

First, problems of trade, mnvestment, resourc: -, development
and international monctary stability pronuse to 2ke on increas-
ing importance i the future. Al of these problams will require
Jewi-lative solutions and therefore extensive cornrressional par-
ticipation and action. Al will involve a continuit m policy over
relatively long periods of time and thus need puitlic understand-
g ond support.

Second, as communism has become less moncithic, as China
has cmerged as a competing ideological cente . as the Soviet
Unton has become less stridently revolutionary and more con-
cerned with China and with its own domestic vrogress, and as
Furope and Japan have become centers for weiith and power,
sccurity considerations in the United States’ forc gn policy have
become less consuming and less global. Mr. Nison's approaches
16 both the Soviet Union and China, as well as te modest prog-
ress made n the SALT talks, are evidence of a changing secur-
ity environment. Problems will remain but they -v1ll Iack the felt
intensity of the past 25 vears.

Notwithstanding these changes i the world scene, the shift
1o a more open style in foreign policy will ne be without 1ts
difficultics. Once is the extent to which opennes- may in fact re-
duce aptions or be perceived as doing so. I acce 't the fact that it
sometimes does. But T also think the extent of that reduction 13
exaggerated, often for improper purposes. I oiccept, too, that
there are circumstances where the President ¢ the Sceretary
cannut be totally candid without affecting the sizuation he is dis-
cussing. J think the press and public undeistand shis. They know,
for example, that high government ofiicials cannot publicly dis-
CUSS COTTUPUON of high South Vietnamese oflici. Is, or that high-
fevel expressions of doubt about the viebility ¢ a foreign gov-
ernment may bring it down. But these inhibitio 5 are not scrious
ones, because the underlving facts—1f they «re mmportant to
understanding policy-—can be made available o the public 1n
ather ways.

I"he most serious problem of a more open forc.gn policy hies in
congressional response. In Congress controvers. can tead to de-
lay, to inaction, to unworkable compromise, 1 missed oppor-
tunitics, Minorities can obstruct; special Intere ts can somenmes
manipulate policy more vazily on the Hill thay m the executive
branch, The aceident of commitee leadershnp ind membership
con shew policy away from the national mntere t to more paio-
cBLiad concerns, Noone should be sanguine abous these risks. The

wr ool geting hopelessiv bosred down ar o w congressional
guoanire s clear ang present

Novetheless, ] am prepared o take some los <anour foreign
aficirs 1f by doine o we can restore ibe-tunda entals of repre-
contative demooraey o our toreron pelicn. As N oatergate demon-
dores, domoersey s too fraade o he divided o foreign and

: : N : S : . .
dosresie cfinirs Ao cannot eive the Prestdent  free hand o the
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The Honorable William B. Saxbe
Attorney General

Department of Justice
Washington, D. C. 20530

Dear Mr. Saxbe:

On 24 April 1974 I wrote to you to express my concern over the
Department's recommendation to the Office of Management and Budget

‘against submission to Congress of legislation proposed by this Agency

to amend the National Security Act of 1947 to furnish additional protection

for intelligence information. In your reply on 14 May 1974, you expressed

vour agreement with my goal of preventing unauthorized disclosures of
information relating to intelligence sources and methods and of success-
fully prosecuting violators. You noted that you had asked Assistant
Attorneys General Rakestraw and Petersen to work with my General _
Counsel so that our proposed legislation would be acceptable to all con-
cerned.

In the ensuing months your staffs and mine have had several
conferences and have done a great deal of work in an attempt to draft

legislation which would be acceptable to the Department and the Agency.

While progress has been made and acceptable compromises reached on
some issues, the Department and the Agency are still apart on several
basic points. The Department has submitted a draft as a result of these
conferences which I believe does not answer our needs in three major

areas:
a. in camera court review of the protected information;
b. statutory injunction authority; and
c. recognition that heads of other departments and
agencies engaging in intelligence activities may designate

protected information.

I am enclosing the most recently modified drafts of the Department
of Justice's and the Agency's proposed bills and a comparative analysis of

Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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them. The Agency's newest draft attermpts to accommodate some of the
peints posed by the Department. '

With respect to court review, I believe that our position is fully
consistent with the views expressed by President Ford in his lettexr of
20 August 1974 to the Chairmen of the Conference Committee Considering
the Amendments to the Freedom of Information Act. The President's
position was that he could not accept a provision of law which would

... place the burden of proof upon an agency
to satisfy a court that a document classified
because it concerns military or intelligence
(including intelligence sources and methods)
secrets and diplomatic relations is, in fact,
properly classified,....

However, the President did state that he could accept a provision with

.an express presumption that the classification was proper and with

in camcra judicial review. The President then stated:

Following this review, the court could then
disclose the document if it finds the classifi-
cation to have been arbitrary, capricious,
or without a reasonable basis.

It is our intent tha’é the in camera review would take place with defense
counsel participating.

As I stated in my earlier letter o you, I consider the statutory
injunction provision extremely important and believe that the difficulties

. in securing an injuncton in the Marchetti case sufficiently show that

another court in another case might not enjoin in the absence of statutory
authority. Also, in some cases I believe the injunctive authority can be
as great or a greater deterrent to disclosure than is a potential criminal
penalty and, more importantly, is more likely to prevent disclosure.
While the Department's draft does not include the injunction provision,

I understand the Department now may be willing to consider supporting
it.

The Department's draft deals only with designation of classified
information relating to intelligence sources and methods by the Director

Approved For Release 2004/03/25 : CIA-RDP80M01133A001000040005-9
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of Central Intelligence. This Agency is only one part of the entire
intelligence community. Consequently, it is imperative that the coverage
of this bill extend to the entire intelligence community, and the designa-
tion of information should extend to other departments and agencies of
the United States Government which engage in intelligence activities.

There are a number of other differences of lesser importance
between the positions of your staff and mine, but I believe some of these
can be worked out. Nevertheless, there are significant differences in
the three areas mentioned above, and I feel the need to provide adequate
protection to intelligence sources and methods is impelling and well
demonstrated. I would hope that we can still work toward a more
effective compromise in time for it possibly to be included in the bill
(H.R. 15845) amending the National Security Act of 1947, which may be
reportaed by the House Armed Services Committee in the near future.

To this end I would like to discuss this personally with you.

Sincerely,
/s/ Bill

W, E. Colby
Director

Enclosures

Original - Addressee
1 - DDCI
1 - DCI
1 - ExSecy via ER :
1 YOGCR®ubj: CIA Acts & Statutes - Natinnal Security Act Amendments
1 - Chrono
"7 7'-m Henry E. Petersen
fyes, Dep. Asst Atty Gen

by of Ltr to ,
74 and draft Bil]
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12 September 1974

A BILL

To amend the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, and for other

purposes.
Bé it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled, That
Sectioﬁ 102 of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended,
(50 U.S.C.A. 403) is further amended by adding the following
new subsection (g):

(g) In.order further to implément the proviso of section
102(d) (3) of this Act that the Director of Central Intelligence
shall be responsible for protecting intelligence sources and
methods from unauthorized disclosure —-

(1) Whoever, being or having been in duly
authorized possession or control of information relating
to intelligence sources and methods, or whoever, being
or having been an officer or employee of the United
States, or member of the Armed Services of the United
States, or a contractor of the United States Government,
or an employee of a contractor of the United States

Government, and in the course of such relationship
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becomes possessed of information relating to
intelligence sources and methods, knowingly com-
municates such information to a person.not authorized
to receive it shall be fined not more than $5, 000 or
imprisoned not more than five years, or both;
(2) For the purposes of this subsection,

the term "information relating to intelligence sources
and methods' means classified information conecerning

(2) methods of collecting foreign intelligence;

(b) all sources of foreign intélligence,
whether human, technical, or other; and
(¢) methods and techniques of analysis
and evaluation of foreign intelligence
and which for reasons of national security, or in the
interest of the foreign relations of the United States,
has been specifically designated for limited or restricted
dissemination or distribution, pursuant to authority
granted by law, Executive order, or Directive of the
National Security Council, by a department or agency

of the United States Government which is expressly

authorized by law or by the President to engage in

. intelligence activitics for the United States;

2
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(3) A person not authorized to receive information
relating to intelligence sources and methods is not subject to
prosecution as an accomplice within the meaning of sections
2 and 3 of Title 18, United States Code, or to prosecution for
conspiracy to commit an offense under this subsection,
unless he became possessed of the informaﬁon relating to
Iintelligence sources and methods in the course of his

relationship with the United States Government;

ing, upon lawful demand, of information to any regularly
constituted committee of the Senate or the Hoﬁse of Representa-
tives of the United States, or a joint éommit’cee thereof;

(.5) In any judicial proceéding hereunder, the court
may review, in camera, information relating to intelligence
sources and methods designated for limited or restricted
dissemination or distribution for the purpose of determining
the reasonableness of such designation and the court shali
not invalidate the designation unless it determines that the
designation was arbitrary and capricious;

(6) Whenever in the judgment of the Divector of

Central Intelligence any person has engaged or is about
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to engage in any acts ov practices whic consm?u?e,

or will constitute, a violation of this subsection, or

any rule or regulation issued thereunder, the Attorney

General 6n behalf of the United States may make
application to the appropriate court .for an order
enjoining such.acts or practices, or for an order
enforcing compliance with the provisions of this
subsecton, and upon a showing that such person has
engaged or is about to engage in any sﬁch acts or
practices, a permanent or temporary injunction,

restraining order, or cother order may be granted.
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Comparison of Department of Justice and CIA proposals to amend the
National Security Act of 1947 to provide additional protection of
Intelligence Sources and Methods from unauthorized disclosure

Section (g): The Justice version is simply the subtitle,
"Disclosure of Classified Information,' which is an incomplete
description of the section. Also, the use of a subtitle is inconsistent
with the format of the Act. The CIA version indicates thé purpose of the
amendment which is to further implement the DCI's responsibility for
protecting intelligence sources and methods.

Subsection (1); The Justice bill includes in the definition of the

special category of information to be protected the fact that the information
is ""classified." The inclusion of the word "classified' creates no
practical difference from the CIA bill because the definition of "intelligence
sources and methods' has been rgfined in the CIA version and now includes
the element of classification.

The penalty in the CIA version has been re.duced to five years
and $5, 000 whereas the Justice version remains at ten yéars and $10, 000.

Subsection (2): The CIA version includes a more explicit definition

of information relating to intelligence sources and methods including the
requirement that it be classified information,
The CIA version makes the designation of the information to be-

protected that of "a department or agency of the United States Government
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which is expressly authorized by law or by the President to engage

in inteiligence activities for the United States,' whereas the Justice
version limits the designation to the DCI pursuant to the authority
vested in him by Executive Order and the National Security Council.
The broader designation authority is necessary because departments
and agencies in the Intelligence Community other than CIA possess
information relating to intelligence sources and methods which requires

protection.

Subsection (3): Identical except for the word '"classified” in the

Justice version which has no practical effect since the element of
classification is incorporated in the definition in subsection (2) of the
CIA version.

Subsection (4): Identical.

Subsection (5): There is no parallel provision in the Justice bill.

The CIA version provides for judicial review of the designation of
information as relating to intelligence sources and methods. This
provision will protect a defendant in a case where the designation of the
information as relating to intelligence sources and methods was
arbitrary and capricious. The review of that determination is limited

to an in camera proceeding, however, so as not to cause public

revelation of additional sensitive information. A realistic and appropriate

burden of proof as to the reasonableness of the designation is also
established by the CIA provision.

Z
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Subsection (6): There is no parallel provision in the Justice

bill, The CIA proposal provides for injunctive relief against unauthorized
disclosure of protected information, but is applicable only to the

limited class of individuals who are or have been in a special relation-
ship with the United States Government as defined in subsection (1).
Currently only the limited and cumbersome process of seeking injunctive

relief based on contract theory is available to the Government. Marchetti

v. U.S.
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A BILL

To amend the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, and for other

purposes.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United

States of America in Congress assembled, That Section 102 of the National

Security Act of 1947, as amended, (50 U.S.C.A. 403) is further amended

by adding the following new subsection (g):
(g) Disclosure of Classified Information
(1) Whoever, being or having been in duly authorized

possession or control of classified information relating to

intelligence sources and methods, or whoever, being or having
o o

been an officer or employee of the United States, or member

of the Armed Services of the United States, or being or

having been a contractor of the Unitgd States Government, or

an employee of a contractor of the United States Government,
and in the course of such relationship becomes possessed of

classified information relating to intelligence sources and

methods, knowingly communicates such information to a person
not authorized to receive it shall be fined not more than

$10,000 or imprisoned rot more than ten years, or both;
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(2) For the purposes of this subsection, the term "classified
information relating to intelligence soufces and methods" means
information relating to sources, methods or techniques concerning
foreign intelligence which for reasons of national security or
in the interest of the foreign relations of the United States
has been specifically designated for limited or restricted
dissemination or distribution by the Director of Central
Intelligence pursuant to the authority vested in him by
Executive Order and the National Securi’cf Council;

- (3) A person not authorized to receive classified informa-
tion relating to.intelligence sources and methods is not subject
to prosecution as an accomplice within the meaning of sections
2 and 3 of Title 18, United States Code, or to prosecution for
conspiracy to commit an offense under this subsection, unless
he became possessed of the classifiéd information relating to

- intelligence sources and methods in tﬁe course of his relation-
ship with the United States Government;

(4) This subsection shall not prohibit the furnishing,
upon lawful demand, of information to any regularly constituted
committee of the Senate or the House of Representatives of the

United States, or a joint committee thereof.
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Honorable Lucien N. Nedzi, Chairman
Subcommittee on Intelligence
Committee on Armed Services

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I regret to report to you a serious development affecting the safety
and efficiency of members of this Agency. I provide it in keeping with
my commitment to assure that you are fully and currently 1nformed on
matters of possﬂale interest to your Committee.

A former employee of this Agency, Mr. Philip B. F. Agee, is cur-
rently engaged in a systematic effort to divulge information learned dux-
ing his Agency employment. He stated in a press conference on 3 October
1974 in London that he is doing this as a part of a campaign "...to have
the CIA abolished." Some of the information being disclosed (Agency
organization, functions, personnel) specifically includes "intelligence
sources and methods" which I am charged under the National Security

“Act of 1947 with "protecting from unauthorized disclosure." Iam

especially concerned at the danger these disclosures present to the
safety of many of our personnel abroad, due to their exposure to
possible terrorist action, ‘

I am enclosing a Summary of Facts which notes that Mr. Agee may
have violated several criminal statutes. It also points out the difficulty.

. of deterring Mr. Agee while he is abroad and not under the jurisdiction

of the United States.

The collection of foreign intelligence is critically dependent upon
sources and methods which cannot exist unless they are protected. ‘I am
extremely proud of the overall outsitanding loyalty and security record
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of Agency employees and former Agency employees Their conduct has
been eéxemmlary and is in keeping with the written agreement entered
into at the beginning of their employment, pursuant to the statutory
responsibility imposed upon the Director of Central Intelligence to :
protect intelligence sources and methods. This contrasts sharply with
the irresponsible conduct of Mr. Agee who has violated his agreement

' by revealing classified information relating to intelligence sources and
me Lhods learned during the course of his employment.

Generally‘, the criminal statutes apphcable to tne disclosure of
classified information require proof of intent to injure the United States
or to aid a foreign country. However, prosecution under those statutes 4
requires the Government to reveal in court the very information it is
trying to protect; and, in most instances, the burden of proof requires
the Government to expose additional classified information. This contrasts
with numerous United States statutes (enclosed) penalizing the mere dis~
closure of information received in confidence by the Government; e.
census and income tax information and agrlcultural staﬂsflcs where the
motlve for disclosure is not material. ' '

_ - In summary, despite the fact that Mr. Agee may have violated
several criminal statutes and actions such as his can have a crippling.
effect on the flow of critical foreign intelligence information to the
Government's policymakers, there are many serious problems 1nherent
in hls prosecution. :

Thinking it may be of interest, I am also enclosing a copy of the
latter Mr. Agee addressed to the Agency at the time of his resignation '
in 1968, which concludes: "I will continue to hold in high regard the
importance of the Agency's activities in the interest of the security of
the United States." I am unable to explain the contrast between this
attitude and the intention he expressed in his press conference in London
on 3 October 1974 to "expose CIA officers and acent: and to take the
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measures necessary to drive them out of the countries where they are
operating." The contacts he has established in Cuba since leaving the
CIA offer a possible explanation.

I will keep you advised of further develo@ments. :
~ Sincerely,

I o SIGNED

W. E. Colby
Director

Enclosures
Distribution:
Original - Addressee (w/encl)
1 - DCI {wo/encl)

- DDCI (wo/encl)

- ER (wo/encl)

- DDO (wo/encl)

- DDI (wo/encl)

- DDA (wo/encl)

- DDS&T (wo/encl)

OGC (wo/encl)

- IG (wo/encl)

-'IC "~ (wo/encl)

- NIO (wo/encl)

- Compt (wo/encl) .

- Mr. Thuermer (wo/encl)
1 - OLC Subject (w/encl)

OLC:LLM:yet (11 Nov 74)

R A N el i I
1

identical letter sent to: Chairman John C. Stennis
Chairman John L. McClellan
Chairman George H. Mahon
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STATUTES AFFECTING DISCLOSURE

18 U.S. C. 793 - .Espionage laws -~ Criminal penalty for oblaining, copying,
comimunicdting national defense information.

18 U. 8. C. 794 - Espionage laws - Criminal penalty for gathering ox
delivering defense information to aid foreign govermments.

18 U. 5. G, 798 - Criminal penalty fox dlsclosure of any classified
information prejudicial to U. S.

18 U. S. C. 952 ~ Criminal penalty for unauthorized puohshmg or transmltta.l
to anothex of dlploma.tlc codes and co*respondence. ' :

35 U, S, C. 186 - Criminal penalty for disclosure of patented in.for_ma.tion.

42 U. 8. C. 2161-2166 - Atomic Enero‘y Comumission author:.\.y' Lo
protect Rastricted Data,

47 U.S.C, 154 = Federal Communication Corm‘msa:.on can w;..nhald. secreu
information affecting the national defeﬂse.

50 U.S.C. 141 - Criminal penalty for disclosure of mformatmn on ma.nma.c..urs.nc

and distribution of e:e.p1051ves m connection with the national de;ense.

50 U, S. C. 403 ~ Director of Central Intelligence ~ protection of intelligence
sources and methods.,

30 U.S, C. 783b - Unlawful for government employees to communicate
classified information to representatives of foreign governmients

50 U.S, G, 7834 - Griminal penalty for violation of 50 U.S. C. 783b,
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50 U.S. C. Appendix 2026 ~ Prohibits unauthorized disclosure of
confidential information on export controls,

5 U.5.C. 1390 - Employees of agency to Wmch classified information
is iransferred are subject to the same disclosure restrictions as the
transferor agency. : '

7 U.S. C. 135£ - Criminal penalty for J.ra.udulem. dlsclosure of
insecticide formulas.

7 U.S. C. 472 - ‘Department of Agriculture - criminal penalty for
unauthorxized disclosure of cotton statistics and estimates,

7 U.S.C. 507 - Prohibits unauthorized disclosure of tobacco statistics,

7 U.S.C. 6084 -~ Criminal penalty for unauthorized dzsclosure of 1n€orrna.€wn
regarding payments under marketing agreements, :

7 U, S. G, 955 = Prohibiis unauthorized disclosure of peanut statistics,
8 U, S.C, 1202 - Visa information declared confidential. -

12 U.S.C, 77 ~ Information regarding removal of a bank director By' the
Compiroller of the Currency shall not be disclosed.

13 U. S, C. 214 - Criminal penalty for disclosure of confidential information
by Census Bureau employees,

15 U.S. C, 78x ~ Unlawful for employees of Securities and Exchange
Commission to disclose information not made available to the genexral public,

15 U. S. C. 176a -~ Protects information of Bursau of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce. '
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15 U.S.C. 7l7g - Prohibits‘ wnauthorized disclosure by employees of
Federal Power Commissioxn, ' ‘

18 U. S. C. 605 - Criminal penalty for unauthorized disclosure of names

of persons on relief fox political purposes.

18 U, S. C. 1902 - Criminal penalty fox unauthorized disclosure of c':::gp'

information by U.S. government employeae.

18 U. S, C. 1904 - Criminal pehaity' for unauthorized disclosure of
Reconstruction Finance Corporation informadtion.

18 T. S. C. 1905 - Criminal penalty for unauthorized disclosure of
confidential information generally by U. S. Government employees,

18 U. S. G. 1906 - Criminal penalty foz unauthorized disclosure of
“information by bank e}s_’.aminers. ' : o :

18 U. S. C. 1907 - Criminal penalty fox unauthorized disclosure of information

by farm credit examinera.

18 U. S. C. 1908 - Criminal penalty for unauthorized disclosure of information '

by national agricultural credit corporation examiners.

usnauthorized disclosure of income
e employees; Criminal penalty
ncial statement by shaxe-

26 U.S.C. 7213 - Criminal penalty fox
tax information by U. S, Government or stat
for unauthorized disclosure of corporation fina
holders; Criminal penalty for unauthorized disc
manufacturer by U. S, Government eraployee.

-

losure of operations of &-

38 U. S, C, 3301 - Veterans Administration files are confidential,

42 U.S.C. 1306 - Criminal penalty for unauthorized disclosure of certein
information in possession of the Depaxtment of Health, Education and

Weliare,’
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50 U.S. C. 2160 - rlmmal peda.l..y for unauthorized disclosure of confidential
information by U.S.. Government employee fox purpose of cormmaodity
speculation, '

5U.S. C. 637 - Criminal penalty for unauthorized disclosure by Civil Ser{rice
Commission -employee regarding employment. apphca.nt. - i

35 U.S. C, 122 - Protection of pateni applications.

7 U.S.C. 1159 - Protection of sugar information by Secretary of -
Agriculfure. ' :

26 U.S.C, 7237 = Crr’mna.l pena.lty fox una.utnor;.ze&disc;losure of narcotics
information. '

39 U, S. C, 762 - Protection of postal savings depositoxy fund information,

42 U. S, C. 260 -~ Protection of information regarding vol\.mta.ry' .0.0ﬁpltal
commitment of nazcotics addicts,

45 U.S. C, 362 - Pz"otec‘tion of certain Railroad Retirement Board information.

46 U.S.C. 234 - Penalty of dismissal fox any Coast Guard emnloyee -

disclosing information on ship defects..

46 U, S. C. 643 - Protection of Coast Guard information on discharge of
SeaiTL2Th.

25 U.S. C. 819 - Unlawful for common carrier to disclose confidential
information to detriment of any other carrier.

7 U.S, C. 220 - Protects information from records examined by employeea of
he Fedevral Comimunication Cornmission,

eb oy
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47 U.S. C. 605 - Prohibits unauthovized publica.f:ion or use of interstate
or foreign comumunications.

48 U,S.C. 55 - Protects certain public voting information..

49 U.S. C. 15 - Protects certain information concerning shipments by
comumon carriar, ' o

49 U.S5.C. 320 - Protects certain information of the Intersiate Commerce
Commission. ' '

£

50 U.S. C. 139 - Protects cerfain information of the Bureau of Mines.-

50 U, S. G. Appendi:#‘ 327 - Criminé.l penalty foxr unauthorized disclosure
of Selective Service information,

50 U.S. C, Appendix 1152 - Criminal penalty for unauthorized disclosure o
certain information xegarding acquisition of vessels,

50 U.S. C. Appendix 1896 - Protects certain housing and insura:ice
information, B : :

ot
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